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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


AGRICULTURE - ESTABLISHMENT - QUALIFICATION AND METHOD OF 
APPOINTMENT FOR THE POSTS OF ADDL. DIRECTOR OF AGRICULTURE , 

JOINT DIRECTORS OF AGRICULTURE , DEPUTY DIRECTORS OF 
AGRICULTURE AND DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL OFFICERS 

PRESCRIBED AMENDMENT - ORDERS ISSUED . 


AGRICULTURE (Estt.) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. MS. No. 368 /68 /Agri. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 30th July 1968 . 


Read:-1. G. O.MS. 73 /67/ Agri. dated 22-2-1967. 
2 . Letter No. A - II (2 ) 28614/66 dated 10-5-1967 from the 
Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission . 

ORDER 
The following amendment is issued to the G. O ; cited : 

AMENDMENT 
For the oxisting item No. 3 under the Note in the Annexure to the G.O. 
cited the following shall be substituted : 
“ (3 ) On first appointment to a post: 

(a ) on direct recruitment transfer : —the candidate appointed shall be 
on probation for a total period of 2 years on duty within a continuous period 
of 3 years, and 

(b ) on promotion :-the candidate appointed shall be on probation 
for a total period of one year on duty within a continuous period of two years. 

This amendment will be deemed to have come into effect from 22-2-1967. 
However, this order will not apply to persons, if any , appointed by transfer 
and whose probation has already been declared prior to this date. 


By order of the Governor, 
* C. P. RAMAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Deputy Secretary 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


ESTABLISHMENT_AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT - QUALIFICATIONS AND 
METHOD OF RECRUITMENT FOR THE POSTS OF ADDITIONAL DIRECTORS 
OF AGRICULTURE, JOINT DIRECTORS OF AGRICULTURE , DEPUTY 
DIRECTORS OF AGRICULTURE AND DISTRICT AGRICULTURAL 

OFFICERS - PRESCRIBING OF - ORDERS ISSUED . 


AGRICULTURE AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

(Agriculture - Agri. Estt.) 
G. O. MS. No. 73/67|Agri. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd February 1967 


Read again :-1. G. O. MS. 111 /65/Agri. dated 20-2-1965 

2. Letter No. A -II (1) 10423/66 dated 21-6-1966 from the 

Secretary , Public Service Commission 
3. Córrespondence resting with letter No. A - II (2 ) 28614/66 

dated 28-11-1966 and 18-2-1967 from the Secretary, 
Public Service Commission . 


ORDER 


The Public Service Commission have advised Government while consid 
ering the draft Special Rules for the Kerala State Agricultural Service that 
the Commission has no objection to issue separate orders regarding qualifie 
cations and method of recruitment to the posts ofAddl. Director of Agricul 
ture, Joint Director of Agriculture, etc., if there is further delay in the finali 
sation of the Special rules . There is a proposal for trifurcation of the Agri 
culture Department into three Wings viz. Education , Extension and 
Research now under consideration and the finalisation of the Special rules 
would depend on the decision to be taken in the matter . In the meantime 
the question of prescribing qualifications and methods of recruitment to the 
various posts in the Department of Agriculture (other than Education Wing ) 
was examined in consultation with the Public Service Commission and with 
the concurrence of the Public Service Commission , Government are pleased 
to prescribe qualifications and method of recruitment to the posts as detailed 
in the Annexure to this order. 
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2. Since there is at present no distinct wing as Extension or Research 
in existence in the Department of Agriculture, this order supersedes the 
orders issued in the G. O. read as first paper above. 

By order of the Governor, 

A. K. K. NAMBIAR , 
Additional Secretary. 


То 


The Director of Agriculture. 
The Secretary, Public Service Commission , Trivandrum (with C.L.) 
The Public Department (Services) 
The Public Department (Rules) 
Copy to :-The Stenographer Addl. Secretary (Agri.) 


Annezute 
Method of Recruitment. 


Name of the post . 


Sl. 
No. 


Qualifications. 


( 1) 

1. 


(2 ) 
Addl. Director of 
Agriculture other 
than Addl.Director 
(Research ): 


( 3 ) 
By promotion from the 
category of Joint Directors 
of Agriculture . 


( 1) (a ) A degree in Agriculture of a recognised 
University . 

OR 
(b ) A degree in Botany or any other branch 

of pure science with a post- graduate 
degree in any branch of Agriculture of 
any recognised University , 


OR 
By direct recruitment in the 

absence of suitable candi 
date for promotion. 


(1) (a ) A degree in Agriculture of a recognised 
University 

OR 
(b ) A degree in Botany or any other branch 

of pure science with a post-graduate 
degree in any branch of Agriculture of 

any recognised University . 
(2) Experience of not less than Ten years in a 

supervisory post connected with Planning and 

execution of Agricultural (Extension ) Scheme. 
(3 ) Must not have completed 50 years of age on 

the 1st of July of the year in which applica 

tions for appointment are invited . 
(1) (a ) A degree in Agriculture of a recognised 
University 

OR 
(b ) A degree in Botany, or any other branch of 

pure science with a post-graduate degree 
in Agriculture of a recognised University . 


2 .. Joint Director of 

Agriculture. 


(i) By promotion from the 

categories of Deputy 
Directors of Agricul 
ture . 


OR 
(ii ) By direct recruitment 

in the absence of suita 
ble candidates for pro 
motion . 


(1) (a) A degree in Agriculture of a recognised 
University . 

OR 
( b) A degree in Botany or any other branch 

of pure science with a post-graduate 
degree in Agriculture of a recognised 

University . 
(2) Experience of not less than 10 years in a super 

visory post connected with Planning and exe 
cution of Agrl. Development or 

Research 
Schemes. 
( 3) Must not have completed 50 years of age on 

the 1st day of July of the year in which appli 

cations are invited . 
(1) (a) A degree or diploma in Agriculture of a 
recognised University 

OR 
(b ) A degree in Botany or any other branch of 

pure science with a post-graduate degree 
in any branch of Agriculture . 
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3 . 


Dy . Director of 
Agriculture. 


(i) By promotion from the 

category of Dist. Agrl. 
Officers or 

posts of 
similar cadre vide G. O. 
MS. 573 /66 /Agri. dated 
1-12-1966 . 


OR 


(ii ) By direct recruitment 

in the absence of quali 
fied candidates for pro 
motion . 


(1) (a ) A degree or diploma in Agriculture of a 
recognised University 

OR 
(b ) A degree in Botany or any other branch of 

pure science with a post-graduate degree 
in any branch of Agriculture. 


( 1) 


( 2 ) 


( 3) 


(2 ) Experience ofnot less than 3 years in a Super 

visory post connected with Planning and exe 
cution of Agrl. development or research 

schemes. 
(3 ) Must not have completed 45 years of age on 

the 1st of July of the year in which applica 

tions are invited. 
(1) (a ) A degree or diploma in Agriculture of a 
recognised University . 

OR 
(b ) A degree in Botany or in pure science with 

a post-graduate degree in any branch of 
Agriculture of a recognised University . 


4 . 


District Agricultural 
Officers and posts of 
similar cadre 

vide 
G. O. MS. 573/66 / 
Agri. dated 1-12-66 . 


(1) By transfer from 
the 

category of 
Agricultural Assis 
tants in the Kerala 
Agricultural Subor 
dinate Service 


OR 


( 2 ) By direct recruit 

ment in the absence 
of qualified candi 
dates for appoint 
ment by transfer . 


(1) B.Sc. Degree in Agriculture 

AND 
Post Graduate degree in Agriculture . 
(2 ) At least 3 years service in a post connected 

with execution of Agricultural Schemes . 
(3) Must not have completed 32 years of age on 

the 1st day of July of the year in which appli 
cations for appointment are invited . 


Note:-(1) In all cases of direct recruitment the minimum age limit shall be 20 years on the 1st of July of 

the year in which applications for appointment are invited . 


(2) The age limit prescribed for direct recruitment shall be subject to the usual relaxation to Back 

ward Classes, Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes. 
(3) On First appointment to a post (a) or directrecruitment the candidate appointed will be placed 

on probation for a total period of 2 years on duty within 

a continuous period of three years, and 
(b ) on promotion transfer . The candidate will be on probation 

for a total period of one year on duty within a continuous 
period of two years. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Development ( Panchayat Special) Departmes 

NOTIFICATION 


No: 72295 / Pt. Spl. 1/68 /DD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th August 1963. 
The following draft of an amendment to the Kerala Panchayats (Election 
ofMembers ) Rules , 1962 which the Government of Kerala propose to make 
in exercise of the powers conferred by sections 6 and 129.of the Kerala 
Panchayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960 ) is hereby published for general infor 
mation as required by sub - section (2 ) of section 130 of the said Act and notice 
is hereby given that the said draft will be taken up for consideration on or 
after 30-8-1968 . 

Any objection or suggestion which may be received from any person 
with respect to the said draft before the date specified above will be consi 
dered by the Government. Objections and suggestions shall be addressed to 
the Secretary to Government, Development Department, Secretariat, 
Trivandrum . 

DRAFT AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, in sub -rule (1) of rule 10 , the words “ in English and” 
occurring between the words Form land in the language" shall be 
omitted ; 

By order of the Governor, 
R.RAMACHANDRAN NAIR : 

Deputy Secretary 


G. 1666 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Health (D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 31714 /D2/68 /Health , 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th August 1968 . 
In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -section ( 1) of Section 21 of 
the Drugs and Cosmetics Act, 1940 (Cenrtal Act 23 of 1940) and in superses 
sion of Notification No. 20455 /G3/65-3 /HLD dated 3-5-1965, No. 48715 /G3/ 
65/HLD dated 29-9-1965, No. 70674 /G3/66-2 /HLD dated 10-11-1966 and 
No. 31857/G3/67-2 /HLD dated 5-7-1967 the Government of Kerala hereby 
appoint the persons specified in Column (1) of the Schedule below to be 
Inspectors for the purpose of the said Act for the arcas specified against their 
names in Column (2 ) thereof. 

SCHEDULE 


Name of person 

(1) 
1. Shri R. Balakrishna Pillai 
2 . 

T. T. Joseph 
3 . 

C. G. Sukumaran Nair 
4 . 

A. R. Saratchandra Menon 
5 . M. N. Padmanabhan Nair 


95 


99 


5 ) 


79 


Area 

( 2 ) 
Whole State of Kerala . 
Trivandrum District . 
Quilon District. 
Kottayam District. 
Ernakulam and Alleppey 
Districts. 
Trichur District. 
Palghat District. 
Kozhikode District . 
Cannanore District. 
By order of the Governor, 
N. CHANDRABKANU , 

Special Secrstary. 
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6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9 . 


V. S. Parasuraman 
V. T. Mammen 
C. J. John 
P. P. Kurian 


31 


G. 1684 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour & Social Welfare ( H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 6704 /H2 /68/LSWD. 

Daled , Trivandrum , 26th July 1968 
The award of the Arbitration Board in respect of the dispute between 
the Management of M.P. R. Estate , Madathara P. O. and their workmen 
represented by the Kottarakara Thottam Thozhilali Union , Nilamel P. O. 
received by Government on 15-7-1968 is hereby published under Section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order ofthe Governor , 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Deputy Secretary . 


In the Arbitration Board 

Present : 
1. Sri A. Kunjukrishna Pillai, I. A , S. (Rtd ) - Chairman 
2. Sri C. M. Mathew 

Member 
3 , Sri V. V. Subramonia Iyer 

Member 
IN THE INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE 

Between 

THE MANAGEMENT 
OF M. P. R. ESTATE , MADATHARA (P. O.) 

And 

THEIR WORKMEN 
REPRESENTED BY THE KOTTARAKKARA TALUK 

THOTTAM THOZHILALI UNION , NILAMEL (P. O.) 
Representatives : 
1. Sri M. Yahia Rawther , 

M. P. R. Estate 
(Management) 

For Management. 
2. Sri N. Krishnankutty, 

Advocate, 

Trivandrum 
3. Sri V. Prabhakaran , 

Secretary, 
Kottarakkara Taluk For Workinen 
Thottam Thozhilali 

Union , Nilamel (P.O.) ) 
1630 . 


AWARD 


This industrial dispute between the Management of M. P. R. Estate, 
Madathara P. O. and their workmen represented by the Kottarakkara Taluk 
Thottam Thozhilali Union , Nilamel, has been referred for arbitration to the 
State Arbitration Board , by the Government, as per Notification No. 23499 / 
H2/68 /HLD . dated 18-4-1968 . The issue referred is " denial of employment" 
and arrears ofwages due to the following workers : 

1 . Sri P. Balakrishna Pillai 
2 . N. Vamadevan 
3 . 

A. O. Kunju Panicken 
4 . 
>> 

S. Sasidharan 
5 . V. Balan 
and 

6 . G. Viswanathan . 


> 


The case was posted twice at Trivandrum for the union s statement. 
Since the union did not appear on the 2nd occasion , the case was posted for 
disposal to 19-6-1968. On that date both sides appeared and submitted that 
they have reached a settlement out of court. They also filed a Joint 
Memorandum of Settlement, shown hereunder as annexure, containing the 
terms of the settlement. The terms of the settlement appear to us fair and 
reasonable. We accordingly accept the same and pass an award in terms 
thereof. 


(Sd .) 


Dated this the 9th day of July 1968 . 
1. Sri A. Kunjukrishna Pillai, 

( Chairman ) 
2. C. M.Mathew 

(Member ) 
3. Sri V. V. Subramonia Iyer 

(Member ) 


( Sd .) 


( Sd .) 


LIST OF APPENDICES ; 


Nil 


1. Witnesses examined on the side of the Management 
2. Documents marked on the side of the Management 
3. Witnesses examined on the side of the Workmen 


Nil 


IIII 


Nil 


4. Documents marked on the side of the Workmen 


Nil 


ANNEXURE 
Before the Hon : State Arbitration Board , Trivandrum 

In 


A. B. No. 6 or 1968 
In M. P. R. Estate , Madathara P. O. and their workmen represented 
by Kottarakara Taluk Thottam Thozhilali Union , Nilamel. 
PETITION OF COMPROMISE FILED BY THE PARTIES 

TO THE DISPUTE . 
We, the parties to the above dispute have since settled the issue out of 
court and in pursuance of the said settlement a sum of Rs. 1,750 (One 
Thousand Seven hundred and fifty ) has been paid to and received by the 
Union for distribution to the workers in full and final satisfaction of all their 
claims. The Union agrees to waive the claim for reinstatement. 

In the circumstances, ther : is no longer any dispute between the parties 
surviving for decision and the parties pray that an award may be passed in 
terms of this settlement . 

(Sd .) 
M. Yahya Rawther , 

M. P. R. Estate 
(Management) 

( Sd .) 
N. Krishnankutty , 

Advocate 
for the Management. 

(Sd.) 
V. Prabhakaran , 

Secretary, 
Kottarakara Taluk Thottam Thozhilali 

Union , Nilamel. 
Witness : 

( 1) K. P. Karunakaran , 

PanchayatMember, Chithara (Sd.) 
Trivandrum , 
19th June 1968. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare (H ) Departmont 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 5536 /H2/68 /LSWD. 

Deted , Trivandrum , 9th July 1968 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between (1) Sri K.N. Alexander (Manager, Bethel Estate ), Kinattukara, 
Niranam P. O., (2 ) Smt. Saramma Joshua ( Proprietress, Thomson Estase), 
Thondamvelil, Thumpamon P. O., (3 ) Dr. T.J. Thomas ( Proprietor , 
Johnson Estate), No. 10 Nandidurg, Bangalore-6 , (4) Sri T. C. Koshy , Pro 
prietor, Thondamyelil Estate, Angadical South P. O., Via Kaipattore and 
their workmen represented by the General Secretary, Kunnathur Thottam 
Thozhilali Union , Elamannur; received by Government on 6-7-1968 is 
hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 

Deputy Secretary. 
Ia the Labour Court, (Kerala State ) Quilon. 
Dated this the 7th day of June, 1968 . 

Present: 
SHRI M. V. A. DIAS, B. A., B. L., M. S. I. R. ( Chicago ) 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 16/65 

Between 
(1 ) SHRI K. M. ALEXANDER , 
(Manager, Bethel Estate ), Kinattukara , Niranam P. O. 

(2 ) SMT. SARAMMA JOSHUA, 
(Proprietress, Thomson Estate), Thondamvelil, Thumpamon P. O. 

( 3) DR . T. J. THOMAS, 
(Proprietor, Johnson Estate), No. 10 Nandidurg, Bangalore-6 , 

(4) SHRI T. C. KOSHY , 
(Proprietor , Thondainvelil Estate), Angedical South P. O. Via Kaipattoor 

Aad 

THE WORKMEN 
of the above Estates represented by the General Secretary, 

Kunnathur Thottam Thozhilali Union , Elamannoor, 
Representations: 
Sri P.Ramalingam , 
President, Kunnathur Thottam 

For the Union . 
Thozhilali Union , Elamannoor 
Sri M.G.Koshy, 
Advocate , 

For the Management. 
Quilon . 
G. 1513 


} 


AWARD 
This is an Industrial Dispute between (1) Shri K. M.Alexander 
(Manager, Bethel Estate) Kinattukara, Niranam P. O., (2) Smt. Saramma 
Joshun ( Proprietress, Thomson Estate), Thondamvelil, Thumpaion P. O., 
( 3 ) Dr. T. j. Thomas (Proprietor, Johnson Estate), No. 10 Nandidurg, 
Bangalore-5 , (4 ) Shri T. 6. Koshy , Proprietor, Thondamvelil Estate , 
Angadical South P. O., Via Kaipattoor and the Workmen of the above 
estates represented by the General Secretary, Kunnathur Thottam Thozhilali 
Union , Elamannoor over " Denial of Employment to the following eight 
(8 ) workers: 

1. Shri Mathai and Shri Gabriel of Bethel Estate. 
2. Shri Thomas and Shri Isac of Thomson Estate. 
3. Shri Sakri, Shri Abel and Shri George of Johnson Estate. 

4. Shri David of Thondamvelil Estate. " 
referred to this court for adjudication under Section 10 ( 1) (c) of the Indus 
trial Disputes Act 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) by the Government of 
Kerala, in their order Health and Labour H Department, G. O.Rt. No. 65/ 
HLD . dated 12-2-1965. 

2. In pursuance ofnotice issued , the parties put in their respective 
statements. Four of the workmen under reference , who are alleged to have 
been denied employment, Sri D. Thomas, Sri Pappy George , Sri Yohannan 
David and Sri R , C. Sakri were examined by the union as wwi to WW4, 
and Sri Y. Thomas, the secretary of the Kunnathur Thottam Thozhilali 
Union was examined as ww5. The union also filed Exts. W1 to W19. 
The Management examined Sri Thomas Andrews a tapper attached to 
Cherukara Estate owned by one Sri C. S. Koshy , and a former employee of 
Bethel Estate , as EWI, Sri c . S. Koshy who owns a Rubber estate in 
Kunnathur Taluk as EW2, and Sri T. C. Koshy, the proprietor of 
Thondamvelil Estate , and the Superintendent of the other three estates under 
reference as EW3, and filed Ext3. El to E4. 

3. The case of tile Management, in the written statement pus in by 
Sri T. C.Koshy, proprictor of Thondamvelil Estate on behalf of himself and 
the other threo estate owners, in his capacity as the superintendent of the 
Estates , is that Thomson Estate comprising of 7 acres, Johnson Estate 
comprising of 12 acres, Thondamvelil Estate comprising of 6 acres,and Bethel 
Estate comprising of 47 acres are four different units owned by four different 
persons including himself under a common management, Smt. Saramma 
Joshua , the proprietress of Thomson Cstate is the mother of Dr. T.J. Thomas, 
Proprietor of Joluson Estate, Sri T.C. Koshy as the Superintendent is respon 
sible for the proper management of the Estates; as the owners are residing 
elsewhere. According to the Management, no arrears of bonus or wages 
were due to the workmen of the Estates at any time, and no written under 
taking , as alleged by the union , has been demanded from the workers under 
referez ce . The 8 workers under reference who were engaged as tappers 
reſused to do certain customary items of work, namely , preparing latex for 
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coagulation and pressing of rubber sheets , which are being usually done by 
the tappers themselves in small Estates of the locality . It is alleged that 
tappers were doing these itemsof work besides tapping prior to 2-4-1964. The 
8 workmen under reference refuse to do any work other than tapping . The 
Management insisted that they should do the usual customary, work , recog 
nised by the Minimum Wages Notification ,which they were doing all along , 
and which were being done by tappers in all th : neighbouring Estates in the 
area . They refused to turn up for work, as they were unwilling to do the 
customary work attached to tapping, but instead organised a sathyagraha 
followed by an hunger strike. In spite of a notice issued by the management 
on 23-4-1964 requiring the workmen to come back for work and undertake 
that they would do the customary items of work which they were doing up 
till then , and informing them that failure to resume work on or before 
27-4-1964 would tantamount to abandonment of employment, the eight 
workmen under reference persisted in their agitation and refused to resume 
work . It is the case of the Management that there was no necessity for 
conducting an enquiry in the matter, in as much as in the explanation 
submitted by the workmen they unequivocally stated that they were not 
willing to do the customary work , and thereby attempted to impose 
unilaterally different conditions of service which had become " a statutory 
obligation on account of the fact that such customary work has been 
recognised as part of their normal duties even by the Minimum Wages 
Notification ." * The Management denies having ever refused work to the 
workmen under reference . It is suggested by the Alanagerent that the 
8 workmen under reference were tempted to abandon their employment as 
they secured work nearer their homes in some other estates. 

4. The case of the union is that the Bethel Estate comprises of 75 acres 
of planted rubber , that the other three estates, namely, Thomson Estate, 
Johnson Estate and Thondamvelil Estate " are notional names ofdifferent part 
of Bethel Estate" , and that all the four estates under reference are managed 
as a single unit by Sri T. C. Koshy, Proprietor of Thondamvelil Estate. 
The union alleges that proper wages and other statutory benefits were denied 
to the workmen by the management for some time past, and that the work 
men were insisting on receiving such bencfits, including overtime wages for 
work done in excess of their normal daily dutics. In March 1964 when 
tapping was resumed , the workmeni insisted in getting their " rightful claims 
such as arrears of bonus, wages, etc. The management refused to give the 
workers the amounts due to them but insisted on their giving a written 
undertaking not to claim arrears of bonus, wages, etc., and also to forgo 
future claims. The workmen refuscd to give the written undertaking, and 
therefore they were denied work by the management with effect from 
20-4-1964. When the workera started a sathyagraba for getting back their 
employment, a notiee dated 23-4-1964 was served on them by the Manage 
meat. No enquiry was conducted on the charges levelled against the workers. 
Thc denial of employment to the 8 workers under reference is without any 
justification , and they are entitled to reinstatement with back wages. 

5. The evidence given by four of the 8 workmen under reference 
examined as WWIto WW4, would go to show that they were asked to give 


a written undertaking waiving their right to arrears of bonus, wages and 
other statutory benefits, that they were also asked to incorporate in the 

towards future 
undertaking that they had received Rs. 200 in advance 
claims, und that when the workinen refused to sign the written undertaking 
without consulting their union , the Management refused to employ them 
with effect from 20-4-1964, by withholding their working implements . They 
organised a sathyagraha to get back their employment, and the management 
served notices on them , dated 23-4-1964, proved as Ext. W1, W2, W4 
and W5. They replied to the notices on 27-4-1964 . In the notice issued to 
the workoen by the management dated 23-4-1964, it has been stated that 
the Managementwas incurring loss due to the refusalof the workmen to do 
the customary work of preparing latex for coagulation and pressing sheets, 
that when the Management insisted on their doing such work , they have 
been staying away with effect from 20-4-1964, and that unless they presented 
themselves for work on or before 27-4.1964 and were prepared to give an 
undertaking that they will do the customary work without causing any loss to 
the management, it will be presumed that they have abandoned their 
employment. In reply to the notices the workozen under reference have 
stated that the customary work assigned to them by the Managementwas not 
done by them previously, and that the Management has been refusing them 
work with effect from 20-4-1964. They insisted that they would not do any 
such work which they were not doing up till then . It is seen that the 
allegation or the contention now put forward by the workmen , that the 
management denied work to the 8 workmen under reference on their refusing 
to sign a written undertaking to the effect that they have received all 
amounts due to them towards , arrears of bonus, wages, overtime, etc., 
including an amount of Rs. 200 as advance towards future benefits , is not 
mentioned in the explanation submitted by the workmen on 27-4-1964 . It is 
obvious therefore that the denial of employment as alleged by the union , or 
the abandonment of employment by the workers as alleged by the manage 
ment, was due to a dispute regarding the preparation of latex for coagulation 
and pressing of sheets, which themanagement wanted the workmen to do. 
The point for determination is therefore whether or not the management was 
trying to impose additionalwork on the workinen under reference, besides 
tapping, or whether or not the workmen were trying to escape the customary 
work which were being done by them up till then , and in their attempt to 
bring themanagement to terms ventured on an agitation after abandoning 
their employment. 

6. It is admitted by WWI to WW4 that in small rubber estates of the 
locality , the tappers, besides tapping, are usually doing the work of preparing 
latex for coagulation and also the pressing of sheets as part of their duties , 
and that in the estates in which these workmen are at present working the 
tappers themselves do the above customary items of work . The evidence 
given by EWI, a tapper, and EW2 a neighbouring estate owner also go to 
show that in small estates in Kunnathur l aluk , tappers are in the habit of 
preparing latex and also pressing sheets, after tapping . The union has not 
cared to exmine any other tapper who is at present working with the manage 
ment, or any other workman of the Estate, other than a tapper, who is pre 
paring latex for coagulation and pressing sheets. The fact that the union 
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has put up the contention that the denial of employment was on the basis 
that the workmen refused to give a written undertaking in respect of waiver 
of monetary benefits due to them , obviously suppressing the dispute regarding, 
the execution of the custo nary items ofwork , in my opinion , lends truth to 
the case of the management that the workmen refused to work with effect 
from 20-4-1964 for the reason that they were unwilling to do the customary, 
items of work besides tapping . It is admitted,by the unioa that the work . 
men were keeping away from work for about 7 days, agitating for their 
demands being accepted by the management. Obviously by resorting to 
sathyagraha followed by an hunger strike, the workmen under referrnce have 
been abandoning their work . The circumstances in this case would go to 
show that the workmen under reference , who were tappers, have been 
refusing to do the customary items of work besides tapping, and that in their 
attempt to get the management to concede to the change in the conditiou in 
their service launched an ill-advised agitation thereby abandoning their 
employmeat. 

7. Admittedly, no domestic enquiry has been conducted in this case by 
themanagement. The contention raised by the management that no disci 
plinary action was taken by them against the workmen under reference, and 
that as such in the absence of any disciplinary action being taken there was 
no necessity for any domestic enquiry, in my opinion , is not devoid of merits . 
In the absence of evidence to the contrary, it can safely be presumed that the 
8 workmen under reference, who were tappers, were also doing the customary 
items of work after their tapping work , and that they with the idea of getting 
themselves absolved froin the liability to do such work , launched an agitation 
with effect, from 20-4-1964 , and thereby stayed away from work . If, in fact, 
these tappers were not doing the customary itemsof work in the Estate , the 
union could have examined those other workmen who according to them 
Were doing the customary work , namely , preparing latex for coagulation and 
pressing rubber sheets , and proved to the satisfaction of this court that the 
customary itemsofwork mentioned above were actually done by workmen 
other than the tappers. On the other hand, it is seen from the claim state 
ment preferred by the union , and the testimony of the workmen examined 
before this court, that it is the case of the union that the workmen under 
reference were denied employment on the basis of their alleged refusal to 
sign a written undertaking giving up their claim for certain benefits by way 
of arrears of bonus, wages, etc. and also for any such benefits in future , by 
incorporating in the undertaking that they had received an amount in advance 
towards future claims. This contention is not seen mentioned in the expla 
nation submitted by any of the workmen in answer to the notice issued by 
the management, immediately after the alleged denial of work . It follows 
therefore that it can safely be concluded that the workmen under reference 
stayed away from work with effect from 20-4-1964, consequent on their 
launching an agitation followed by an hungər strike, with the idea of gettin ; 
themselves free from the customary items of work which they were doing up 
till then in the Estate besides their tapping work , and that as such , there was 
no denial of employment by the management as alleged by the unicn . 
Obviously , the workmen under reference are not entitled to any relief. An 
award is passed accordingly. 
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8. This award will come iuto force on the expiry of 30 days after its 
publication in the Government Gazette . 

M. V. A. DIAS, 
Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare (H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 5542/H2/68 /LSWD . 

Dated , Tritandrum , 9th July 1968e 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the disput, 
between the Management of M /s. Musaliar Industries (Private) Ltd. 
Kilikolloor , Quilon and their workmen represented by Sri C. M. Steaphen , 
President, A.T.K.M. Employees Association , Quilon received by Govern 
ment on 6-7-1968 is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Deputy Secrelary. 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 26th day of June, Nineteen hundred and 

Sixty -eight. 

Present : 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF , B. sc ., B. Li, 

Industrial Tribunal. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 28 OF 1965 


Between 


M /s. MUSALIAR INDUSTRIES (PRIVATE ) LTD ., 

KILIKOLLOOR , QUILON 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY THE A : T. K.M : 

EMPLOYEES AssoCIATION , QUILON . 
Representations: 
Shri N. Palpu , 
Advocate, Quilon . 

For Management. 
Shri C. M.Steaphen , 

President, 
A. T. K.M.Employees Association , 

For Union . 
G. 1512 


Quilon . 
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only.Issue rele 


AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
" Tribunal for adjudication by Government as per order G.O. Rt. No. 2638/ 
65/HLD . dated 19-7-1965 . The only issue referred for adjudication is as 
follows: 
" Whether the staff are entitled to wages for the month of January 1965 

as notice pay or otherwise ." 
2. Shri C.M. Steaphen , President, A.T.K.M.Employees Association 
submitted the claim statement for and on behalf of the Union in which it 
was contended as under: 

Processing of cashew was suspended with effect from 20-11-1964 in the 
various factories of Musaliar Industries . But the monthly paid employees 
were retained in service even after the said date in conjnction with the 
convention and practice in the Company. But on 31-12-1964 as per a notice 
of the Management, the Management informed the staff members that the 
monthly paid employees are also proposed to be kept out of employment 
till they are called for work again . When themonthly paid employees were 
discharged from employment they were given one month s salary . In I. D. 
14 of 1965 theManagement contended that the said payment was towards 
the salary for the month of December. The factories reopened early in 
February 1965. But the monthly paid employees were not given their salary 
for the month of January 1965 . This action of the Management is illegal 
and unjustifiable on the following grounds: 

(a) It is against the long standing practice in the Company to 
discharge monthly paid employees even if there is no cashew processing in 
the factories. At any rate refusal of salary for the month of January 1965 is 
a violation of the condition of service 

(b ) As per the notice dated 31-12-1964 the duration of the denialof 
employment was not specified . Since it is a denial of employment for an 
indefinite period , it would be tantamount to termination of service, i. e., 
retrenchment. Therefore Sec. 25FFF of the Industrial Disputes Act has to 
be complicd with . If not, retrenchment is ineffective and inoperative . 
Thus, on any score the monthly paid errployees are entitled to get their salary 
for the duration of the unemployment period , viz., the month of 
January 1965. 

(e) Asper the Scanding Orders of the Company the monthly paid 
employees are to be given one month s notice if they are to be denied work 

In that view of the matter also they are entitled to the wage 
for the month of January. 

(d ) As per an agreement between the Management and the Govern 
ment of Kerala the Management has undertaken not to throw employees of 
the concern on the street. Now , the closure in question was not unavoidable 
and was not for justifiable reasons. Therefore the employees are entitled to 
the compensation for the loss of employment, viz., the salary for the month 
of January 1965 . 


and wages. 
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(e) The lorry drivers were given salary and work for the month of 
January. But the lorry cleaners were unjustifiably discriminated and were 
given wages only on those days when the; worked on the basis of daily wages 
although they were also monthly paid . 

The Union concluded with a prayer that an award may be passed 
directing the Management to pay wages due to the employees for the month 
of January 1965. 

3. The Management submitted their reply statement in which the 
have alleged as follows: 

The order of reference in this dispute is illegal and ultra vires of the powers 
of the Government and so this Tribunalhas no jurisdiction to a ljudicite this 
reference as an industrial dispute . By an order dated 22nd May 1965 the 
Government had referred another industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudicating the issue payment of fullwages to the staff for December 1964” . 
This was registered as I. D. 14 of 1965 and after the respective statements of 
the parties when the case was posted for the replication of the Union , the 
Government referred the instantdispute to this Tribunal by its reſerence order 
dated 19-7-1965 . This reference is made presumably at the instance of the 
Union and it renders the first order of reference nugatory . Anyhow , the 
Union has stated that they do not press the dispute. 

The order of reference dated 19-7-1965 is illegal and voit because when 
once the Government has validly made a reference under Sec. 10 ( 1) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act the Government has no power to amend , alter, cancel 
or rescind that order even by a second reference. 

The 26 cashewnut factories run by the Management are seasonal in 
character and work in the factories is not continuous, but only intermittent. 
There is seasonal closure of the factories every year. For the year 1964 
such closure was on 14th November 1964 . There are two categories of staff 
in the various units of the Management. One category is the regular monthly 
paid employees working all the year round. The other category of employees 
is the category known as converted staff. These employceswere previously 
on daily -rated basis, but were converted into monthly paid staff by the 
award in I. D. 46 of 1956 . These converted staff have wo: ked only when 
the factories were functioning and they have no work when the 
factorics remain closed. Consequently they are not retained in service 
during closure periods. Although in I. D. 46 of 1956 the Industrial 
Tribunal had awarded one month s salary and allowances for the converted 
staff during the annual closure, the Hon ble High Court of Kerala by the 
order in O. P. No. 720 of 1960 held that the Industrial Tribunal had nu 
jurisdiction to award any amount by way of compensation or otherwise in 
view of the specific bar contained in Sec. 25A (i) (b ) of the I. D. Act. 
Therefore the converted staff are not entitled to receive any corp:nsation in 
any cashewnut factory during closure periods. 

In December 1964 there was absolutely no work of any kind, but some 
of the converted staff members continued to mark attendance in the factory 

On 30th 
despite instructions from the Management to the contrary, 
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December 1964 the Management put up another notice and paid salary to 
the members of the staff for one month and intimated them that they should 
report for work when the factory reopens. Even the converted staff were paid 
one month s pay in order to maintain industrial good relations and nothing 
else. These payments were acknowledged by the staff as salary for November 
and December respectively and vouchers were given by them to that effect. 

The factory reopened in February 1965 and regular monthly em . 
ployees were paid their monthly salary as usual. For the converted staff no 
salary was paid because they were not entitled to the same. Similarly the 
daily rated workmen were never paid any wages for the closure period. 
There is no practice in theManagement concern or any other cashew concern 
to retain the converted staff when there is no cashew processing in the 
factories. During seasonal closure the converted staff retained their lien on 
service and when factories opened they invariably continued in service with 
out break. It at all during any short period of closure the Management was 
pleased to pay the converted staff their salary , it is only an exgratia payment 
and cannot be claimed as a condition of service . The conditions of service 
are similar in all the cashew factories in the area including the factories of 
the Musaliar Industries Private Limited . There is no practice in any of 
these concerns to pay converted staff, wages during the closure periods and 
any variation accepted by Musaliar Industries will only land the concern into 


inordinate difficulties. 


The closure cannot be considered as closure attracting the provisions of 
Sec. 25FFF ofthe Act. The closure is only a seasonal closure. No lay off 
compensation is paid for seasonal or intermittent closures and no seasonal or 
intermittent closure can be construed to be termination of service of the 
employees in such factories. The standing orders clearly provide that the 
factories are seasonal, that there would be work in the factories only for 
8 or 9 months and that temporary stoppage of production , viz., intermittent 
closings are to be treated as compulsory leave without pay. Seasonal or 
intermittent closure of the factories is not denial of work or dismissal or 
discharge of the workmen . Therefore the workmen are not entitled to get 
one month s notice pay . 

The working of the cashew factories are mainly depended on the 
availability of the raw nuts , nearly 75 % of which are imported from foreign 
countries like Africa . Any delay or difficulty in the shipment of goods which 
are for reasons beyond the control of the Management, would cause stoppage 
in work . Thereforet no definite period can be specified for closure of work . 
Thus on account of the inherent uncertainties in the business , the standing 
order also do not provide for any definite number of days notice for closure. 

The Management has never violated any agreements and therefore no 
compensation is due to theworkers on that account . The claim of wages 
for lorry cleaners for the month of January cannot be granted . It was only 
work on an adhoc basis during the closure period and therefore they were 
paid daily wages for thework turned out by them . 

The Management concluded with a prayer that their contentions may 
be upheld . 
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4. The Union submitted a replication in which they have repudiated 
all the allegations of the Management as per their reply statement. The 
Union declared that the 26 cashew factories run by the Management are not 
seasonalor intermittent and the closure from 20th November 1964 was not 
a seasonal closure. 

It was also asserted that the discrimination of the staff 
as permanent and converted is quite unfair and misleading and that no such 
categorisation is mentioned in rolls till December 31st 1964. The Union 
reiterated all the other grounds stated in their claim statement and prayed 
for a favourable award . 

5. The case came up for evidence and the Union examined WWI and 
closed their evidence . The Management examined MWIand MW2 and 
marked Exts . MI to M16 and closed the r evidence. The case was thereafter 
finally heard . 

6. WW1 is Shri V. K. Hassankutty, who is the General Secretary of 
the A. T. K.M.Employees Association . The summary ofhis deposition is 
as follows: 

Chief: ( Q ) Is closure a usual incident in the factories of M /s. 
Musaliar Industries ? (A ) Yes. The dispute regarding this case was 
initiated during November 1964. By closure the processing of the cashewnuts 
is stopped . ( Q ) Even if processing of cashewnuts is stopped do the staff 
members work in the factories ? ( A ) The staff inembers in several sections 
work during the closures. ( Q ) is there any discrimination among the staff 
members of the staff Association ? (A ) Before the year 1957 there were two 
sets of staff members who were monthly rated and daily rated . 

The Union , therefore, raised a dispute against this discrimination and as 
per the award in the dispute all the staff members weremade monthly rated 
and thereafter no discrimination is shown. On 31st December 1964 the 
Management has issued a notice concerning the continuity of the work of 
the staff members . All the staff members in the factories of M /s. Musaliar 
Industries were present during December 1964. There was a dispute for the 
salary due to the staff members for the month of December. During the 
conciliation conferences the contention of the Management was that since 
there was no work during December the salary due to December cannot be 
given and therefore the salary which is already paid must be considered as 
notice pay . The factories were reopened during February 1965. ( Q ) Even if 
the closure was for a long time the staff were given salary. Is it not? ( 1) Yes. 
But in the year 1962 during the closure the Union has taken a decision to 
the effect that they should forego the salary for the closure period because of 
financial debility of the Management. No dispute was therefore raised . 
Both in the year 1965 as well as in the year 1965 there was closure in the 
factories of Musaliar Industries. During that closure also the staff were 
given salary. ( Q ) The staff members are given salary usually during 
closure. Is it not ? (:4 ) Yes. 

Cross.-- I am the Secretary of the A. T. K. M. Staff Association . The 
staff members in M /s. Musaliar Industries will come upto 905. There was 

It 
an industrial dispute, viz., I. D. 14 of 1965, pending before this court. 
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was after decision in that case this reference was made. ( Q ) After the 
reference in this case you have submitted before the court that you 
are not pressing the dispute in I. D. 14 of 1965. 

Is it not ? ( A ) Might have 
done so . 

Before the reference in this case there was a conciliation 
conference convened by the D. L. 0 . That conciliation conference was 
concerning I. D. 14 of 1965. ( Q ) The present reference was made by the 
Government as per your request. 

Is it not? ( A ) Yes. I deny that the 
preliminaries of a reference were not adhered to in this case . 

There are 26 
factories under M /s. Musaliar Industries. These factories are not 
conducted on seasonal basis . At times, work is carried on intermittently: 
I do not know whether there was a notification of the Government in the 
year 1956 declaring that the cashew factories at Quilon are all nonseasonal 
factories and I do not know whether that notification was quashed by the 
High Court of Kerala pursuant to the writ filed by the Managements. In 
Musaliar Industries seasonal closure also happens at times. In I. D. 46 of 
1956 an award was passed fixing terms and conditions of service of the 
staff in the cashew factories. Before that award in almost all the factories 
maistries were daily -rated workers , Some of the maistries were monthly 
rated and they were getting salary during all the 12 months. Before the 
award was published the daily rated people were not given wages during the 
closure. I do not know whether the maistries who were getti g only daily 
rated wages before the award , were designated as converted staff after the 
publication of the award . There is 110 annualclosure in the cashew factories. 
Certain factories are carried on during the whole ycar. Certain other 
factories were closed on certain occasions. Certain factories are closed because 
of the dearth of raw nuts . In the award in I. D. 46 of 1956 there is a 
condition that during the annual closure if the closure is for a month or more 
the converted staff should be paid one month s salary and if the closure is for 
less than a month s time thejwages for the days worked must be paid ; I do 
not know whether against the award in I. D. 46 of 1956 a writ was filed by 
the Management and whether the High Court of Kerala has quasacd that 
portion of the award concerning payment during closure. But in Musaliar 
Industries during the closure period salary was given continuously. I deny 
the suggestion that the monthly paid staff were given salaries continuously, 
but the converted staff were given only salary for the work turned out by 
them during the working days . Accroding to me all of them were given 
salaries continuously alike. During November and December 1964 there was 
partial work in factories. In the grading section and the peeling section 
work was carried on . During the closure period certain items of work were 
carried on . During November 20th of 1964 all works were not stopped alike. 
On a scrutiny of the wages register of the factory it can be seen 
whether theworkers were given wages. During the closure even some of the 
converted staff were given salary for work done by them . Almost all staff 
members are I.N.T. U. C. members. The staff members can take the wages 
register or the attendance register during working time. These registers are 
in the possession of the Management. 

It is the time keeper who 
marks the attendance. All the staff members might have put 

their 
signature in the register accepting the salary for November and December 
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1964. In the Standing Orders there are terms prescribing the number of 
days notice before closure of the factory. It is the general standing 
orders which is in vogue in these factories. If there are ten thousand bags 
ofraw nuts, available work can be given for six or seven days. There is 
no term in the standing orders to the effect that cashew being a seasonal 
crop work will be available only for a period of 8 or 9 months in an year. 
There are factories which are providing work for the whole of 12 months 
in the year. Even in Musaliar Industries there were such years . Before 
Musaliar Industries, there another concern under the name 
A. T. K.M. & Sons Private Ltd. That concern was terminated on an 
understanding that all the workers and employecs under them must be 
provided with work by Musaliar Industries Private Limited. In the cashew 
industry certain factories are taken on lease by some other Managements at 
times. There are mushroom establishments at present, which are also 
doing the processing of nuts. The allegation that the Managements are 
not having the financial capacity to pay the workers during the closure is 
not correct. The lorry cleaners were having work during the months of 
November and December 1964 . 

Re: Even some of the Directors ofMusaliar Industries are carrying on 
the establishments known as " Kudivaruppu" . The present reason alleged 
by the Management for the closure is dearth of raw nuts. 

7. MWI is Shri P. Velukutty , clerk in Musaliar Industries Private 
Limited , Quilon . The substance of his deposition is as follous :-- 

Chief : Musaliar Industries were begun by April 1957. There are 
about 26 factories. I have inspected all these factories. There are about 
13 thousand workers in these factories. In all these factories there will not 
be work throughout the year. They are all conducted seasonally . Every 
year there will be a seasonal closure. But lay off compensation is not 
given to workers. The standing orders prevalent in all the other_factories 
is in vogue in these factories also . The standing order is maked as Ext. MI. 
In clause 5 of Ext. Ml it is stated that since the cashew is a seasonal crop 
there will bework only for 8 or 9 months in the year. When there is no 
work in the factories the staff also willnot be given any salary. The terms 
and conditions ofstaff are as per the award in I. D. 46 of 1956 , throughout 
the various cashew factories in the area . Previous to this award there were 
two sets of staff in the factories. They were daily-rated and monthly-rated : 
As per this award the daily-rated staff were also converted into morithly . 
rated staff and they are usually known as converted staff. TheManagement 
has filed a writ on the award in I. D. 46 of 1956 as O. P. 720 of 1960. 
The seasonal closure in 1966 was from 20th December if I remember correct. 
( Q ) Can you say specifically when a factory will be closed and when it 
will be reopened ? (A ) One cannot say specifically. It depends upon the 
import of raw nuts etc. At times even when the steamers arrive in the Port, 
it will take one or two weeks to unload the raw nuts. This may be because 
of strike or dearth of berth . Now , Musaliar Industries are not working , 
The factories are closed since 1st of September 1966. They are not 
reopened yet. All the 13 thousand workers are not having any work. 


There are about thousand staff members in these factories. Some of them 
are having work now . Others have no work . Some of these people are 
given work even now on the expectation that the factories will be reopened 
and the factories will be started . There was a conference of representatives 
of the Management, the workers and the Government in connection with 
the Musaliar Industries. The terms and conditions of the workers are 
settled as per the provisions of the award in I. D. 15 of 1951. The 
copy of the award is marked as Ext. M2. The copy of the award 
in I. D. 46 of 1956 is marked as Ext. M3. In the cashew industries , staff 
members mean clerks, maistries, watchers, drivers, cleaners, nurses, foremen 
and time keepers. The present dispute is with regard to their salary for 
January 1965. In I. D. 46 of 1956 , 33 industrial units were parties. In 
the said award issue No 2 was closure period compensation . A writ was 
filed on the decision of the Tribunal on issues Nos. 2 and 3 as O. P. No. 720 
of 1960. The judgment in the said O. P. is marked as Ext. M4. The 
decision is even now in force, and tu this extent the award in I. D. 46 of 
1956 is modified . In 1964 the factory was closed on 20th November. A 
notice was issued to this effect on 14-11-1964. All the factories are not 
closed on the same day . They are closed on different days. The notice 
period may be more than two or three days. In 1964 salary was given to 
the staff till the date of the notice . Thereafter they were not given any 
salary . Ext.M5 is the account book showing that the staff members were 
given salary during December 1964 in the Peroor factory of Musaliar 
Industries. Ext. M6 is the voucher book of the Chathannoor factory. By 
Ext. M5 and M6 it can be seen that in the factories of Peroor and 
Chathantoor the members were given salary for the months of November 
and December 1964. There are similar voucher books for all the factories 
and the same may be produced as and when called for. As and when 
notice is issued on closure the staff members are not given salary . I am 
working even now . The copy of the notice exhibited on 30-12-1964 is 
marked as Ext. M7. The copy of notice exhibited on 29-10-1964 is 
marked as Ext. M8. Ext. M9 is the copy of notice exhibited in the 
Chathannoor factory on 2-11-1964 . Ext. M10 is the copy of the notice 
exhibited on 31-12-1964 in the Chathannoor factory . Ext. Mil is the copy 
of the notice exhibited on 31-12-1964 in the Peroor factory . 

Cross : Usually notices are issued before the closure of factories, but 
there is no prescribed period for the issue of notice. Now these factories 
are not working. They are closed because of the dearth of raw nuts. 
This can be considered as seasonal closure . The Factory Managers, 
watchers and some of the head office factory staff are given salary even 
now . My work is to inspect the accounts of the branches and the 
production thereon . ( Q ) As far as this seasonal closure is concerned you 
have not accepted the discrimination of converted staff and permanent 
staff. Is it not ? (A ) When there is no work no salary will be paid . Since 
1957 there were several closure of the factories both short and long. Even 
during those times the staff were not given salary . During 1959 September 
and October and 1960 November and December salary was not given . 
I can produce a statement showing the various closures, payment and 


9 


non -payment of salaries to the staff members . The cleaners are monthly 
rated staff. The drivers were given salary during January . The cleaners 
were not given monthly rated salary during January. "Thcy were given 
only wages for work done by them . ( 2 ) What is the reason for the said 
discrimination ? ( A ) The clcaners are treated as converted staff 
( 2 ) Even if the drivers and cleaners do work like the drivers 
are given full salary and the cleaners are given wages for work done. 
Is it not ? (A ) Drivers and cleaners are not doing work alike. The present 
closure is for is definite period . I have not produced the notice issued for 
this closure. Evea in this notice the dearth raw nuts is shown as the 
reason for closure. During November and December of the relevant ycar 
also the staff members have put their signatures in the attendance register. 

Re: Even now staff members who are to be paid salary to the tuua 
of 20 to 25 thousand rupees per mensem , arc retained . 

8. MW2 is Shri S. M.Thaha, Director, Musaliar Industries , Qulloa . 
The summary of his deposition is as follows : 

Chief: I am one of the Directors of Musaliar Industries Privata 
Limited . There was a previous order of reference before this court 
dated 22-5-1965 , which is marked as Ext. 1912. This reference was 
adjudicated by this court as I. D. 14 of 1965. Before the decision in 
I. D. 14 of 1965 another reference was made on 19-7-1965 , which is marked 
as Ext. M13 . The present dispute is on the basis of the taid reference . 
After this reference the previous industrial dispute No. 14 of 1965 i. c . 
Ext . M12 was not pressed by the workers. There was no conciliation 
conference before Ext. M13 reference. We have got a centention that 
the present reference order is illegal. ( Q ) Are the 26 factories belonging 
to Musaliar Industries Private Limited run on a perennial basis or A 
seasonal basis ? ( A ) They are ruz on 2 seasonal basis. The Kerala 
Government has declared by a notification that the factorics in cashey 
indutries are all non -seasonal. But the cashew employers filed a writ 
before the High Court of Kerala and Their Lördships of the Kerala High 
Court cancelled the afore -said notification Thercaſter the factorics are 
run on a seasonalbasis. The assertion of the Union in their statement in 
para 4 to the effect that the factorics are not seasonal is incorrect. During 
the closure period in our factories,we will not pay any salary . The awards 
in I. D. 15 of 1951 and 46 of 1956 (Exts . M2 ard M3) are already produced 
and marked. There were writs filed on both awards. The decision of 
the writ on I. D. 15 of 1951 is reported in 1960 KLT page 20. The decision 
of the writ in I. D.46 of 1956 is already marked 25 Ext. M14 . In the 
decision of the High Court it was observed that during the closure period 
both the workersand the staff need not be given any pay and also that the 
Tribunal has no jurisdiction to direct the management to pay the wages 
and salary during the closure pericd to the workers and staff rspectively , 
Musaliar Industries Private Limited have 10 : shouldered any assets and 
liabilities of A. T. K.M. & Sons. It is not successor concern . With 
regard to this there was a decision in Civil Appeal .580 in the year 1963. 
During the seasonal closure when there was no work the staff as well as the 
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workers were not given any salary. Ext. M15 is the acquittance roll for 
the year 1959 of the Chathannoor factory. In 1960 in the Chathannoor 
factory salary was given only upto 5th November . The acquittanco roll 
concerning this is marked as Ext. M16 . In all the other factories there are 
also similar arquittance rolls . The staff members cannot demand :salary 
for the closure period when there is no work, on the basis of any procédence . 
After September 1966 the factories are not reopened yet. One of the main 
reasons for the closure is the non -accommodation of the overdraft guaranteed 
by the Governinent. The Company has undergone inordinate loss because 
of the strike and the destructive policy of the workers and the staff and the 
damages caused to puts. The Banks also havc refused to make any 
advances. Further, because of the unbealthy competition with regard to 
the purchase of raw nuts the factories are kept closed . " Kudivaruppu” is 
another factor which debars us from reopening the factories. All the 
afirmations in the reply statement are correct. 

Gross : I am one of the Directors of Musaliar Industries since its 
inception in the year 1957. We have given salary for December 1965 to 
the staff members . We do not pay salary to the staff members if they do 
not present themselves in the factory . During December 1965 although 
staff members were present only for 3 or 5 days they were given füll salary . 
Is it not ?:( A ) I am not sure whether any such staff were given full salary . 
I don t remember whether there was any year when the factories were 
worked throughout, after 1957. -The cashew factories are seasonal in 
general nature. I cannot say without reference, for how many days the 
factories were closed in each year after 1957. During the closure period 
to those : staff who have not worked , salary wa3 not paid . I do not 
remember whether there was any closure in the year 1963. There was 
closure in 1963 , 1964 and 1963. ( Q ) Can you deny when it is asserted 
that during the closures in 1963, 1964 and 1965 the staff members were 
given salary ? ( A ) Perhaps for better industrial relations and because of 
the expectation that raw nuts will be imported , during certain limited 
closure periods salary might have been given as gratis . I say that the 
Musaliar Industries is not a successor concern to A. T. K. M. & Sons 
because they are two different entities and Musaliar Industries have not 
accepted the assets and liabilities of A. T. K , M. & Sons. Musaliar 
Industries is a company which was floated on share basis. 

9. The learned representative of the Union and the learned counsel for 
the Management argued their cases succinctly and the learned counsel for 
theManagement has filed his argument notes in detail, Although several 
opportunities were given to the Union for filing their argument notes in 
reply, the Union did not avail of the opportunities and did not file any 
argument notes. 

o no an 
10. The learned representative of the Union has asserted that the 
denial of January pay is illegal on the following grounds: 

(i) It is the long standing practice and a condition of service of the 

staff to receive salary cven when there is no processing . 


I. 


fü ) The closure on 31-12-1964 was for indefinite period and under 

the Standing Orders it would be tantamount to termination of 
service i.e., retrenchment requiring compliance of Şcc . 25FFF . 
Since that section is not complicd with , retrenchment is 
incffective and workers should be deemed to be in ser ice and 

therefore entitlcd to January pay . 
(iii) Under Standing Orders onc month s notice is to be given or in 

lieu of it one month s pay . 
( iv) There is an agreerzent between the manageraent and the 

Government to provide the workers with work and closure was 

in violation of it and was for no justifiable reason . 
It was also affirmed that the lorry cleanera arc entitled to get their salary for 
January 1965. 

11. The learned counsel for the Management has cmphatically alirmed 
that the reference is invalid on two points, namely ( 1) the order of reference 
dated 19th July 1965 is illegal as that reference order is in modification of a 
prior order of reference dated 22nd May 1965 and (2) the order of reference 
is virtually one for compensation for closure periods in seasonal factories and 
jurisdiction to decide the question vests with the Government. 

12. With regard to merits, the contention of the learned counsel for the 
Management is that the closure of the factories on 14th November 1964 was 
scasonal closure for want of raw nuts with notice to all the workers and as 
and when the raw nuts were available the factories were rcopened in early 
February . During November and December although there was no work , 
especially in December, salary was paid to all the staff members gratuitously 
on the expectation that raw nuts will be available by that period . But 
since the raw nuts could not be obtained , the stati also were notified before 
31-12-1964 and were inctructed to be present when the factory is recpened . 
It is his case that there is no practice of paying anything to workers or staff 
in cashow factories during closure periods when there is no work . Sir cc the 
closure in a cashewnut factory cannot be anticipated thero is no pors bility 
of giving any definite number of days notice for closure or for reopening . 
Therefore the staff are not entitled to claim sala : y for January 1965. He 
has also added that it is impossible for the Management to provide the 
employees continuous work in the concern . As far as the lorry cleaners are 
concerned they were not given salary since they were not having any work . 

13. With regard to the preliminary cbjcction the first objection , viz ., 
that the order of reference dated 19th July 1965 is illegal, I am constrained 
to hold as follows: 

The contentions of the Management that Industrial Dispute No. 14 of 
1965 , wherein the issue " payment of full wages for the staff for Lecember 
1964" was referred for adjudication and the instant dispute , where the issue 
is " whether the staff are entitled to wages for the mon h of January 1965 as 
notice pay or otherwise " arc one and thesamecannot becountenanced . In both 
the disputes althogh the spirit of the issues referred for adjudication is almost 


the same the facts concerning the issues are entirely different. The con 
teation of the Union that I. D. 14 of 1965 was nos pressed because the 
Managerrent has stated in their counter statement tha: amount paid was 
not the notice pay but the salary for December 1964, appear to be convin . 
cing . When payment of full wage : for the staff for December 1964 is made 
there is no meaning in the Union proceeding with that dispute. Therefore, 
the Union was fully justified in not pressing that dispute. Now , she issue 
referred for adjudication in the present dispute zs mentioned above is 
“ whcther the staff are entitled to wages for the month of January 1965 as 
notice pay or otkerwise" . This issue cannot be considered as one and the 
samewith the issue in I. D. 14 of 1965 on any stretch of imagination . Here, 
the main question is whether the staff arc entitled to get wages for the month 
ofJanuary under any guise . Therefore the contentions of the Management 
that the second order of reference rendered the first order nugatory and has 
modified the first dispute into a different dispute in substance and character, 
wanaot be considered to be rcasonable. Atany rate the Government was 
not superseding the first order of reference by the second one. It is also not 
truc when it is asserted by the Management that the Government has 
amended , altered , cancelled or rescinded the first order of reference by a 
second reference. The second order of reference has no connection with the 
first order for all practical purposes. 

14. The learned counsel for the Management has cited two rulings to 
support his position . The first ruling is that of the Supreme Court published 
in 1953 ( 2 )LLJ at page 634. Although the Supreme Court was dealing in 
this ruling with the question of " whether the appropriate Government has 
power to cancel, withdraw or supersede the reference already made and 
which is pending adjudication before the Industrial Tribunal etc., " sinca 
the instant dispute has actually nothing do with I. D. No. 14 of 1965 this 
ruling has no bearing to the isstant case . The second ruling is that of the 
Mysore High Court, wherein their Lordships of theMysore High Court have 
keid that the reference made by a State Government under Section 10 ( 1) of 
the Act could bc amended cither by way of addition or modification so long 
as tlo a meadment has not the effect of withdrawing or superseding the 
reſercace alroady made. As I have mentioned above, by the second 
reference the State Goveroment in this case has not amended or modified 
the first reference and has definitely not supersculed the first reference . 
" Therefore, this ruling also is not apt to the occasion . Thus on all score the 
first preliminary objection falls to the ground.. 

15. "The second preliminary objection relates to the seasonal character of 
the factory. The contentions of the learned counsel for the Management is 
that since the question of reasonal character of the industry has come up 
for decision cven if the reference is valid , the Tribunal can only decline 
jurisdiction to adjudicate the dispute as per the provisions of Section 25A (2 ) 
ef the Act. Section 25A (2 ) reads as follows: 

" 5A ( 2) . If a question arises whether an industrial establishment 
is of a seasonal character or whether work is performed therein 
only intermittently , the decision of the appropriate Government 
thercon shall be final," 
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Therefore, the learned counsel asserted that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to go into the question of seasonal character of the industry and so the 
reference may be answered accordingly . Hehas also cited a ruling of the 
Madras High Court reported in 1957 ( 2) LLJ at page 210 to support his 
caso . 

In the said ruling Their Lordships of the Madras High Court have 
held as follows: 

" The expression question in Section 25A (2) would itself imply 
that the question is at issue between the two contending partici. 
The determination in question is obviously a quasi- judicial function . 
The jurisdiction is that of the Government to determine the question 
should it arise under Section 25A (2) . It will then be a quasi 
judicial function that the Government czercises, becaucc a decision 
has to be given , a decision in a dispute between the two Parties. 
Such a decision could be given normally only after giving an 
opportunity to both the parties to make their representations to the 

statutory authority which has to render a decision .” 
In the light of the said ruling it is clear that the dispute should be in force 
between the two contending partics regarding thc question of scasonal nature 
of the establishment. If so , the matter should be decided by the Govern 
ment, which is the statutory authority . 

16. The contention of the learned counsel for the Management appears 
to be that, since the dispute has arisen between the Management and the 
employees regarding the question of seasonal nature of the industry it is the 
Goveroment which has to decide and not the Industrial Tribu131. It is at 
this juncture that I have to mention about a Government Notification of this 
State regarding this industry to the effect that it is non -seasonal and the 
concomitant quashing of the same by the Kerala High Court and also two 
other decisions of Their Lordships of the Kerala High Court regarding the 
samc. 

17. In the award in I. D.No. 15 of 1951 the learned Industrial Tribunal 
decided that a compensation of one day s wages for every four days of 
unemployment which falls short of 245 working days in an yer must be 
paid by the Management as a measure of social justice to the orkers. The 
employers questioned this award in O. P. Nos. 376 , 331 and 332 of 1957 in 
the Hon ble High Court of Kerala and Hi Lordship Mr. Justice 
T. K. Joseph quashed the decision of the Tribunal, which was reported in 
1960 KLT at page 20. His Lordship has observed as follows: -- 

" The Industry being a seasonal one , lay off compensation as such 
was not awardable . The shortage of work in the factories for 3 or 
4 months a year is due to non -availability of raw materials and the 
Industrial Disputes Act ought to govern the matter rather than 
principles of social justice. The rule that lay off compensation 
should be given to workmca and the exceptions to the rule are all 
basod on principles of social justice and it is not for the Tribunal to 
add to these statutory provisions. In view of standing order 11 (4 ) 
which provides that the normal working of the factory will be for 
cight or nine months it cannot be held that an employer should 


provide work for 245 days in an year and he would be liable on 
principles of social justice to pay compensation for any period which 

falis short of it ." 
18. Industrial Dispute No. 46 of 1956 was dealing with the servico con 
ditions of the staff employed in the cashewnut factories. Issue No. 2 in the 
şaid dispute was as follows: 

" Are such employees entitled to obtain salary. during the annual 

closure of the factories ? ” 
Ext. M3 is the award in the dispute. The learned Tribunal held there 
that the employces under reference are entitled to one month s salary and 
allowance, if any, during the annual closure from the date of the closure if 
the duration is one month or more and for the whole of such portions of the 
month during which the factories remain closed, if the closure is for less than 
a month. O.P. No. 720 of 1960 was filed by the Managements against this 
award before the Hon ble High Court of Kerala . Hon ble Mr Justice 
Vaidialingam passed his judgement on 8-12-1961, which is marked as 
Ext. M4 . The award of the Industrial Tribunal on Issue No. 2 was 
quashed and it was held that there is no jurisdiction for the Tribunal to 
award compensation on the basis of lay off in view of the specific bar 
contained in Section 25 A (2). Para 30 of the judgement has a special 
significance as it contains an obiter dicta that the cashew industry is seasonal. 
Para 30 is as follows: 

" It is also to be seen from the judgement of my learned brother 
Mr. Justice Joseph that during the pendency of that dispute which 
came before the Tribunal there was an attempt made by the 
Government to notify this industry as non -seasonal but that met 
with failure because that notification itself was struck down in 
proceeding taken before this Court under Art. 226. Therefore, the 
position is tha : these industries must be considered to be seasonal, 
in which case , the ineligibility of the employee getting lay off 
compensation in view of the inandatory provisions of Section 25A 
( 1) (b ) categorically stands attracted ; however hard the result 


may be" . 


Para 31 of the said judgement reads as follows: 

" Then coming to the decision of my learned brother. Mr. Justice 
Joseph , the facts before the learned judge were more or less 
identicalwith those before me. The learned judge was inclined to 
accept the contention that the compensation awarded to the workers 
in this case, by whatever name it is called , must be considered 
to be compensation for the annual closure of this ir.dustry when raw 
materials were not available and, therefore, according to the 
learned Ju Igo, it amounts to paymentof compensation för lay off 
and it is the further view of the learned Judge that in view of the 
provisiors of Section 25A (1) (b ) no claim for compensation for lay 
off can be awarded by the Tribunal in view of the fact that this is 
a seasonal industry and therefore in view of this circumstance the 
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learned Judge cameto the conclusion that the award of compen 
sation by the Tribunal in what case for more or less an identical 
purpose which could not be grated under the provisions of tho 

statute was without jurisdiction ." 
19. In the light of the observations of Their Lordships of the Kerala 
High Court as mentioned above , it is clear that there was a Government 
notification declaring the Cashew industry as non.scasonal which was struck 
down by the Kerala High Court under Art. 226 , that Their Lordships orthe 
Kerala High Court have he d that the cashew industry is seasonal and 
intermittent and so the crnployees therein are not en itled to any compensa 
tion for lay off casued by the dearth of raw nuts. 

20. In the instant case it is the accredited case of the Management that 
the concerned closure was because of the dearth of raw nuts and so , was for 
reasons beyond their control. The Union has not rebutted this assertion in 
so manywords. Therefore I have no hesitation to come to the conclusion 
that the closure was caused because of the dearth of raw nuts as asserted by 
the Management and that the employees are not cn itled to get any compen 
sation since the industry is adjudged to be a seasonal industry by the High 
Court of Kerala after striking down the notification of the Government de 
claring it as non - scasonal. Thus the contentions of the learned counsel for the 
Management that there is a dispute between the Managernentand the Union 
rogarding the question of scasonal nature of thc industy and so the matter is 
to be detit with by the Government and not by this Tribunal cannot be 
countenanced since the question of seasonal nature of the industry has 
already been decided by Their Lordships of the Kerala High Court after 
quashing the notification of the Government to the contrary. Therefore the 
second preliminary objection raised by the Management also do not hold 
good and so both the preliminary objections raised by the Management are 
hereby over-rulcd . 

21. With regard to the merits of the case , in the light of the cbservations 
of Their Lordships of the High Court and the discussions already made 
by me I hold that the industry has already been adjudg d to be a seasonal 
industry and so Section 25A (1) (b ) is attracted and so the employees are not 
entitled to any compensation as a matter of right. 

22. The learned representative of the Union has argued that the closure 
for indefinite period would be tantamount to retrenchment requiring 
compliance of Section 25FFF and since that Section is not complied with , 
retrenchment is ineffective and workers should be deemed to be in service 
and therefore entitled to January pay. He has asserted that this position is 
envisaged in the Standing Orders in vogue in the industry. Section 12 deals 
with retrenchment in the Standing Orders. The act oa of the Management 
cannot bs considered to be retrenchment in the light ofthe re-opening of the 
factory during early February. Therefore the apt section which applies in 
the instant case is Section 11 (3) of the Standing Orders,wherein closure for 
indefinite period is envisaged . But it is specifically stated there, that for 
closure for indefinite period the employees shall be isiven notice and wages 
upto the date of notice and nothing more. As per Section 11 (3 ) of the 
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Standing Orders, it is an admitted fact, that the employer in this case has 
givenwiges dus to all workmen upto 31-12-1964 when the notice was issued. 
Therefore, on this score also the employees are not catitled to anything 
further as der andei by the Union . 

23 One coonth s notice pay is envisaged only under Section 12 of the 
Standing Orders, i. c.,before retrenchcent. Therefore, in the instant case 
since it is not retrenchment, thc cmployees are not entitled to get one 
month s notice pay as demanded by the Union . 

24. The next point raised by the learned representative of the Union is 
that payment of salary even during the timewhen there is no processing in 
the factories is a condition of service as it is a long standing practice. On 
this groun i the Union has not adduced any cogent evidence which could be 
rclied on . At the same time the Management has admitted that someof the 
staff are given salary even at the time when there is no processing in the 
factory on a gratuitous basis. Anyhow , that does notmean that all the staff 
can claim salary on the basis of lay off compensation since it is already 
adjudged by the Kerala High Court that these inclustrial units are sonsonal. 
The last point put up by the Union is that there is an agreement between 
the Management and the Government to provide thc workers with work and 
so closure was in violation of it and was for no justifiable reasons. Here also 
the Union has also failed in adducing any cvidence regarding the agreement. 
Yet even if there was an agreement between the Government and the 
Management since the closure is for reasons beyond the control of the 
Management and since the industry itself is a roagonal industry the closure 
cannot be questioned . 

Thus all the four points stressed by the learned representative of the 
Union cannot be accepted . 

25. In the light of the obzervationsmade by Their Lordships of the Kerala 
High Court as mentioned above and on a consideration of all the aspects of 
the case I hold that the staff conceracd are not entitled to wages for the 
month of January 1965 23 notice pay or otherwise . But it has come in 
evidence that some of the concerned staff were given wages during the 
month of January also by theManagement voluntarily. Therefore, it is only 
just and reasonablc on my part to hold that if any individual staff or any 
particular set of staff are given wages during the closure for want of raw nuts 
voluntarily by the Management, the Management may continue the same 
in spite of this decision . 

This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 
Alleppcy , 

K. P. M. SHERIFF, 
26-6-1966 . 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management. 
MWI. Shri P. Velukutty. 
MW2. Shri S. M. Thaha. 

Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 
WW1. Shri V. K. Hassankutty . 

Exhibits marked on the side of the Management: 
Ext. Mi, Copy of the Standing Orders. 

M2. Copy of the award in I. D. 15/51 
M3. Copy of the award in I. D. 46/56 . 
M4. Certified copy of the judgment in O. P. No. 720 of 1960. 
M5. Wages Register for 1964 December. 
M6 . Voucher book for Chathannoor factory . 
M7. Copy of the notice dated 30-12-1964. 
M8. Copy of the notice dated 29-10-1964. 
M9 Copy of the notice dated 2-11-1964 for Chathannoor branch . 
M10 . Do. 1-12-1964 

do . 
Mll. Do. 

31-12-1964 for Peroor factory , 
M12. Copy of the G. O. Rt. 2008 ;66 /HLD dated 22-5-1965. 
M13. Copy of G. O. Rt. 2638 /65/HLD dated 19-7-1965. 
M14 . Copy of the judgment in Civil AppealNo. 580/63. 
M15 . Acquittance register of Chathannoor factory for 1959 . 
Do. 

for 1960, 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Union . 

Nil. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour and Social Welfare ( H ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 6074/H2/68 /LSWD. 

Dated, Trivandrum , 12th July 1968. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the dispute 
between the Manager Koovappilly Rubber Estate, Koovappilly P.O. ( Vicar, St. 
Dominic Forance Church, Kanjirappilly and their workmen represented by the 
General Secretary, Thiru- Cochi Thottam Thozhilali Union , Mundakayam received 
by Government on 10-7-1968 is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 19-17). 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 
Deputy Secretary . 


IN THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , ALLEPPEY 
Dated this the 29th day of June, Nineteen hundred and Sixty -eight. 

Present: 
SHRI K. P. M. SHERIFF , B.Sc., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 26 OF 1966 

Between 

THE MANAGER 
Koovappilly Rubber Estate, Koorappilly P.O. (Vicar, St. Dominic Fornac 

Church, Kanjirappilly ) 

And 

HIS WORKMEN 
represented by the General Secretary, Thiru- Cochi Thottam Thozhilali Union , 

Mundakayam . 


Representations: 

Shri George P. Muricken , Advocate, Alleppey - For Management. 
Shri P. Narayanan Nair, Advocate , Alleppey - For Union . 

AIVARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this Tribunal 
for adjudication by Government as per order No. G.O.Rt. 3313 /66/HLD dated 
19-9-1966 . The following are the issues referred for adjudication: 

" 1. Introduction of piece rate system in Koovappilly Rubber Estate. 
II. Dismissal of 3 tappers (V. P. Varkey, E. T. Chacko and Pazhuthadam 

Kuttan ) of Koovappilly Estate" . 
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2. The Thiru -Cochi Thottam Thozhilali Union submitted their claim statement 
in which it was contended as under : 

Issue Na 1: Introduction of piece-rate system of tapping . 

Despite the incessant demand of the Union for introduction of piece-rate 
system of tapping in the estate for a very long time, the Management insisted on 
retaining the time-rated system . Since the piece- rate system is more beneficial 
to the tappers the adamant nature of the management is detrimental to their 
interest . 

Issue Na II: Dismissal of three tappers. 

The three tappers mentioned in the issue were dismissed from service of the 
estate by notice dated 8-3-66 . The dismissal is unjustified and is an act of victi 
misation since the workmen have not committed any offence. The action of the 
Management is only the aftermath of a grouse against the concerned workers 
for their active part in the formation of this Union in the estate . Although an 
enquiry was conducted by the enquiry officer appointed by the Management the 
whole proceedings were vitiated by gross denial of natural justice. 

The Union concluded the statement with a prayer that an award may be 
passed directing the introduction of piece-rate system of tapping in the estate and 
setting aside the order of dismissal and granting reinstatement of the workers 
with continuity of service and back wages . 

3. The Management filed their counter statement in which they have set up 
their case as follows: 

Issue Na 1. Time-rate system of tapping is recognised and approved by the 
Wage Board and the rates prescribed by the Board are being given to the workers. 
The Management is not averse to the introduction of piece-rate system , but were 
reluctant to introduce the same because the trees are too young for piece-rate 
tapping. In the anxiety to get more latex the young trees would be injuriously 
affected and the trees may develop cambium . Hence the piece-rale system of 
tapping was not introduced by the Management. But the trees have more or 
less come of age now , to be subjected to tapping on piece-rate system and the 
management have agreed before the Deputy Labour Officer to introduce piece 
rate wages in the Rubber Estate from 1967 tapping season (March 1967). 

Issue Na. II. The tree tappers concerned were dismissed for misconduct 
committed by them whi were proved at an enquiry conducted by an impartial 
enquiry officer, viz., Sri K. K. Kuncheria, Advocate, Alleppey . The recommenda 
tions of the enquiry officer were accepted by the Management in the matter of 
punishment since the enquiry officer has found these three workers guilty . 

On 14-12-65 tappers E. T. Chacko , V. P. Varkey and nine others did double 
tapping unauthorisedly after their normal tapping and weighment, despite the 
warning given by Sri A. J. John, the conductor not to do the sarae. Shri P. Kuttan , 
the third tapper instigated and induced the others to do the double tapping and 
this was done in open defiance of the instructions given to them by the conductor. 
The conductors thereafter refused to measure and accept the latex obtained by 


unauthorised tapping . But tappers E. T. Chacko and V. P. Varkey and others 
entered the factory and obstructed the sheeting work carried on within . Shri 
Varkey caught hold of the handle of the machine and the sheeting work was 
stopped. Thereafter the said workmen wrongfully restrained the estate con 
ductors inside the estate office room from about 3.30 p.m. to 8 p.m. when the 
Police came and relieved them . Shri A. J. John , the conductor was abused and 
attempted to be assaulted by tapper E. T. Chacko. On 15-12-65 and 16-12-65 
M /s. E. T. Chacko, V. P. Varkey; P. Kuttan and some others struck work by a 
lightning strike without any notice. The Management issued a show cause 
notice on 1-1-66 to the concerned workers and they submitted a joint reply on 
5-1-66 . This reply was unsatisfactory and so the enquiry was conducted . The 
enquiry date was posted to the convenience of the workers and Shri Cleetus, the 
Secretary of the Union , cross-examined the witnesses of the Management. After 
hearing the arguments of the respective parties the enquiry officer entered his 
findings on 25-2-66. The recommendation of the enquiry officer was that tappers 
E. T. Chacko, V. P. Varkey and Pazhuthadom Kuttan may be dismissed from 
.ervic and dismissal orders were issued to them on 8-3-1966 . 

The allegations of the Union that the enquiry was improper etc., are base 
less. There was no denial of natural justice. It was conducted in strict compli 
ance with law and procedure and in conformity with justice and equity . An 
application for approval of the action was filed before the Deputy Labour Omcer, 
Mundakayam and approval was granted by him by an order dated 23-5-66. The 
Management thereafter sent by money order a month s wages (Rs. 63) to each 
of the three tappers as per the provisions of Sec. 33 ( 2). (b ). Shri Pazhuthodam 
Kuttan accepted the said amount without protest, thereby accepting the action 
taken by the Management. M /s. E. T. Chacko and V. P. Varkey at first refused 
the money orders, but came to the estate office later and accepted the amount 
and have severed all their connections with the estate and relinquished all their 
claims in writing. Thus these three tappers are estopped from raising a dispute 
in view of their conduct . 

A substantial number of workers in the estate have not supported this dis. 
pute and there is no industrial dispute in the eye of law . The Management con 
cluded with a prayer that an award may be passed accepting the above con 
tentions. 

4. The Union submitted a replication in which they have repudiated all the 
allegations of the Management as stated in the counter statement. In the reple 
cation the Union welcomed the introduction of piece-rate system from March 
1967 subject to the condition that the details of the scheme should be worked 
out, in consultation with the representatives of the Union . With regard to Issue 
No. II the Union reiterated all their contentions as stated in their claim statement 
and prayed that the dismissal orders may be set aside and the workers rein . 
stated with continuity of service and back wages . 

5. The case came up for evidence and the Union examined ww1 to WW 
and marked Exts. M1 to M5 and closed their cvidence . The Management examined 
MW1 to MW3 and marked Exts. M6 to M21 and Ext. W1 also and closed their 
evidence. The case was thereafter finally heard . 


the United 
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6. WW1 is Shri K. P. Joseph , who is a factory worker in Koovappally Estate . 
The summary of his deposition is as follows: 

Chief: I have entered the service in the factory of Koovappally Rubber 
Estate on 24-9-63. I am a Committee Member of the Thiru - Cochi Thottam 
Thozhilali Union . I know Pazhuthodam Kuttan, who is a tapper there. He is 
the convener of the Thiru - Cochi Thottam Thozhilali Union in the estate . The 
convener has to correspond with the Management and meet them in matters of 
dispute with the workmen . Since Kuttan is a very smart worker of the Union 
he was continuing as convener for a number of years . There is a conductor in 
the estate by name A. J. John . This estate belongs to Kanjirappally St. Dominic 
Church . The daily business in the estate is conducted by Mr. A. J. John . It is 
Mr. John who interferes and instructs the workers . I know the dispute with 
* regard to the second tapping on 14-12-65. I have heard the talk between the 

conductor and the workmen on that day regarding the tapping. The tappers 
asked the conductor for permission to go for double tapping and he allowed 
them to do the same if others were also doing the same. Thereafter the tappers 
went for the double tapping work . But Shri Kuttan was not present at the time 
of the said talk . I have seen Kuttan on that day only at 5-5.30 p.m. in the office. 
At that time Shri Kultan was arguing with Shri A. J. John . He was asking why 
can t the conductor take and weigh the latex which was brought by the con 
cerned tappers on double tapping when he has done so in the case of some 
others . But the conductor refused to weigh the same. 

Cross : I have no records with me now to show that I am a Committee 
Member of the Union . There may be records in the Union office. No certificate 
is given from the Union for the smartness of Kuttan . Shri Kuttan has no work 
in the estate now . I know about the enquiry conducted against M / s. Kuttan , Varkey 
and Chacko . I have not participated in the enquiry. I do not know what has 
happened in the enquiry. Shri K. J. Cleetus is the Secretary of the INTUC . I 
do not know whether he has participated in the enquiry. I do not know who are 
all the witnesses in the enquiry. I do not know whether Kuttan has accepted 
the money order sent to him by the management. I do not know whether he has 
given any complaint to the Union against his dismissal. I do not know whether 
Kuttan , Varkey and Chacko had struck work on 15th and 16th December 1965. 
I have not given any report to the Union with regard to what I have witnessed 
on 14-12-65 between 9 a.m. and 10 a.m. and 5 to 5.30 p.m. V. P. Varkey and 
E. T. Chacko have also not given any complaint to the Union . I know that 
V. P. Varkey and E. T. Chacko went to the estate office and received the money 
due to them . 


7. WW2 is Shri P. T. Varkey, who is a tapper in Koovappally estate. The 
summary of his deposition is as follows: 

Chiel: I am a tapper in the Koovappally estate and a member of the Thiru 
Cochi Thottam Thozhilali Union . I know Shri Kuttan . He was the convener 
of the Union in the estate. Even at the time when I entered the service in the 
year 1963 Shri Kuttan was the convener. During a short period Shri A. J. Devassy 
was the convener . Thereafter Kuttan was taken again as the convener. Now 
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Kuttan has no work . He was dismissed from service. Kuttan is a Harijan . 
The Management was opposed to the convenership of Kuttan since he was a 
Marijan . Shri A. J. John representing the Management has expressed to me that 
it would be welcome if Kuttan is removed from the convenership . There were 
some other Harijans also in the estate . These Harijans were sent out of work 
by the Management on various grounds. The total number of workers in the 
estate is about 30. The majority of the workers were Harijans at the initial stages . 
Now there are only 4 or 5 Harijans in the estate. I have heard about the enquiry 
conducted by the Management. Although I was cited as a witness I was not 
examined . The enquiry was conducted for three days. I was present on all the 
three days. But I was not examined. The enquiry was conducted in the office of 
the estate. The enquiry proceedings could be witnessed even by those who stood 
outside the office . During the time of the enquiry all the 14 workers and the 
representative of the Management were present along with the enquiry oflicer and 
the scribe. The representative of the Management was a person from the Church . 
There was a complaint that all the depositions were not written down . Kuttan has 
accepted the money order under the impression that it is the money due to his 
wife for maternity benefit . Varkey and Chacko accepted the money by going to 
the office. They are now working as tappers outside the estate. I do not know 
whether these people were given gratuity : 

Cross: The Secretary of the Union is Mr. Cleetus. He was present in the 
enquiry. He was cross- examining the Management s witnesses. The Management 
examined six witnesses . The Union examined three witnesses. It was Mr. Cleetus 
who examined the witnesses of the Union . Shri Kuttan was present throughout 
the enquiry . A tapper gets about 50 to 60 rupees per mensem . The delivery of 
Kuttan s wife was during December. The money order was sent during February 
or March. I was not present in the estate on the date of the alleged misconduct 
by the workmen. I do not know whether the Harijans have complained when they 
were discharged from service. Kuttan is living in the same estate . 
8. WW3 is Shri Kuttan . The summary of his deposition is as follows : 

Chief: I was working in Koovappally estate since 1952 as a tapper. I am the 
group convener of the Thiru -Cochi Thottam Thozhilali Union in the estate . I was 
elected as convener by the members continuously . I have taken leave for six months 
time from the Union s work . I have no work in the estate now , I was dismissed 
from service. On 15-12-65 I was not working at the place where the dispute 
arose. I was working in the old section whereas the dispute arose in the new 
sec I have no part in the alleged double tapping done by the other tappers . 
I have never abetted or persuaded anybody for double tapping. The tappers have 
never informed me about their intention for double tapping. When a worker 
taps in two separate blocks it is known as double tapping. After tapping both 
blocks the latex from one block will be carried by the tapper to the store and 
thereafter the latex from the other block will be taken. Usuaily the work of a 
tapper in the estate is to tap one block containing 250 trees. In usual course the 
work in the new blocks will terminate at 11 a.m. and in the old block it will be 
finished at 10 a.m. Second block is tapped on the basis of overtime work . In 
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Koovappally estate the second block is tapped but double wages are not given . 
For tapping a second block the Union has placed a demand for wages on the 
basis of piece-rate system . But the Management is not prepared to pay the same. 
On 15-12-65 the dispute was for the money due to latex obtained as a result of 
double tapping. I have come to know about double tapping on 15-12-65 only when 
I came to my house after my work in the old block . It was Shri P. J. Mathew 
who told me about the double tapping done in the new block since others were 
also doing the same. He has requested me to interfere. I went to the office and 
met Shri A. J. John, the conductor . I have asked him why he has measured the 
latex produced by 8 tappers on double tapping and have not measured the latex 
produced by the other 14 workers on double tapping . Conductor Shri A. J. John 
replied that the 14 people did the double tapping without permission . When I 
went to the office the latex produced by the 14 concerned tappers were not 
measured , but the latex produced by the 8 tappers were already measured. I have 
not seen Shri A. J. John on that day previous to this occasion . I was examined 
in the enquiry and thereafter I received a money order from the Management 
for Rs. 63. Under the impression that it is the money due to my wife for 
maternity benefit I have accepted the amount. M /s. Varkey and Chacko were given 
something more than one month s wages as per notice by taking them to Kajira 
ppally by the Management. Now they are working at a place known as Pon 
namparambu as tappers. The postman has given me the money order first and 
the dismissal order later . 


Cross: Ext. M1 is the acknowledgment receipt of the show cause notice issued 
to me. Ext. M2 is the acknowledgment receipt of the enquiry notice . On 29-1-66 
my statement was taken in the enquiry. I have put my signature also therein . 
The enquiry proceedings is marked as Ext. M3. I have not given any written 
complaint against the enquiry to the Union. Ext. M4 is the copy of the dis 
missal notice. The money order coupon is marked as Ext. M5. In the coupon 
something was written in English . My wife delivered the child during February 
1966. The application for maternity benefit was given three months before . 
During the enquiry the application was pending. The maternity benefit is Rs. 65 . 
At the time when I was dismissed from service I was having 14 years service. I 
should have got compensation for the 14 years service at the time of my dis 
missal. The total monthly wages due to me is Rs. 63. Young trees will not be 
tapped on all days, but only on alternative days. But when a block of young 
trees are tapped today morning they may be tapped tomorrow in the afternoon . 
I have stated in the enquiry that I was working in the old block at the time of 
the dispute. In the enquiry Mr. Cleetus was not cross- examining the witnesses. 
I am now an ordinary cooli getting work at random . There are records to show 
that I was working in the Union for a period of 11 years both in the Union office 
as well as in my possession . In the estate there is a muster roll maintained both 
for the old block people as well as the new block people. From the muster roll 
it can be seen who are all working in the old block and who are all working in 
the new block . It is not right when it is stated by the Management that I am the 
root cause of the dispute on the concerned day. 
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Re: Workers are sent to the new block as well as the old block by the con 
ductor of the estate. I have corresponded with the Management on several occa 
sions as the convener of the Union in the estate. 


9. WW4 is Shri Cleetus, the Joint Secretary of the Thiru - Cochi Thottam 
Thozhilali Union . The summary of his deposition is as follows: 


Chief: I know Koovappally estate. The workers in the estate are members 
of our Union . The work in the estate is on the basis of time-rate. There are 
other estates where piece-rate system as well as time-rate system are prevalent. 
We have demanded the introduction of the piece-rate system in this estate. The 
Management has agreed , that piece-rate system will be introduced from March 
1967 onwards. On 14-12-65 at about 5 p.m. the workers of the estate came to me 
and informed me that the latex obtained by them are not weighed by the con 
ductor. I went to the office and made enquiries. The conductor told me that for 
weighing the latex somebody from Kajirappally should come. Thereafter I met 
the Asst. Manager . He has also repeated the same. When I was talking with 
the Asst. Manager a worker came to me and informed that the watcher has 
assaulted a worker . I went with him and when I came back to the oflice there 
was a Head Constable and a Constable . When the Police came they have asked 
the conductor to weigh the latex . The workers were dismissed for double tap 
ping. But in the charge-sheet issued to the workmen there was no allegation of 
double tapping and the allegation was that there was second tapping. What is 
the difference between double tapping and second tapping ? Double tapping 
means tapping on all days. A worker who is tapping trees after his nomal work 
is said to be second tapping. Second tapping is beneficial to the Management 
as well as to the workmen . It is usually done in all the estates . The enquiry 
proceedings were initiated against 14 workers. Excluding the three men con 
cerned in this dispute all the other 11 workers were suspended for two or three 
days. (Q ) Is there any specific reason for dismissal of these three people alone? 
( A ) Shri Kuttan was the convener of the Union and the other two members were 
the committee members of the Union . The estate management has got objection 
against the trade union work in the estate. The daily wages due to these workers 
at the time of dismissal was one rupee 11 annas and 6 pies. It is my prayer that 
these workers should be reinstated with back wages and continuity of service . 


Cross: I am the Joint Secretary of the Thiru- Cochi Thottam Thozhilali 
Union , which was registered in the year 1952. My information is that the 
dismissed workers in this case are not having any work now , elsewhere. But 
they may have some casual work at random . It was I who cross -examined 
the witnesses in the enquiry proceedings. I do not know whether Shri Kuttan 
examined them . I was present throughout the enquiry . I have not com 
plained by writing against the proceedings adopted by the enquiry ollicer. I 
have complained orally. The Management has filed a criminal case against 
me. It is not a police charge. It is a private complaint. I have no direct 
knowledge regarding the incident on 14-12-1965 upto 3 p.in , 
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The 
10. MW1 is Shri A. J. John, Conductor, Koovappally Rubber Estate. 
summary of his deposition is as follows: 

Chief: I am the Conductor in the Estate . The trees in the estate are 
very young and if the tapping is done on the piece -rule scheme it will be 
injurious to the trees. It was decided that piece-rate system should be intro 
duced in the estate during the tapping season in 1967. Although it was not 
implemented, blocks were graded for implementing the same. During August 
1967 there was a tempest and about thousand trees were ruined . Therefore 
the piece- rate system could not be introduced . The piece-rate system may be 
introduced by August 1968. The Management has dismissed three tappers, viz., 
Pazhuthadam Kuttan , E. P. Varkey and E. T. Chacko . They were dismissed 
after conducting an enquiry and pursuant to the recommendation of the 
enquiry officer. The decision of dismissal is marked as Ext. M6. The charge 
against them 

was unauthorised double tapping. It was done on 4-12-1963 . 
Usually a block is tapped on alternate days. But when : worker taps two 
blocks on the same day it is called as double tapping . Double tapping can 
be done only with the permission of the Management. On 14-12-1965, 11 tap 
pers did double tapping without permission of the Management. This double 
tapping was encouraged and abetted by Shri Kuttan . After double tapping , 
these people entered the factory forcibly and obstructed the manufacture of 
sheets. This obstruction was caused by V. P. Varkey . This was done at the 
instance of Kuttan . After this, these 11 peopie obstructed and wrongfully res 
trained myself and two other officers of the estate at the gate of the office 
upto the time when the Police came. Tapper Chacko heaped vituperations 
against me and has torn my shirt. He has also attempted to assault ine. 
V. P. Varkey stopped the working of the rubber roller by obstructing the 
handle. During all these time Kuttan was giving them leadership . The next 
day these workers struck work without notice and Managernent issued shovy 
cause notice on 1-1-1966 . This notice was sent to the Labour Onicer by regis 
tered post. Explanation was given to this notice on 5-1-1966 by the workers . 
This explanation was not satisfactory. Enquiry notice was given fixing the 
enquiry on 15-1-1966. The workers replied stating their inconvenience. There 
fore, another notice of enquiry was given , fixing the enquiry on 29-1-1966 . 
In the enquiry notice it was stated that the workers are entitled to cross 
examine the witnesses and produce their own evidence. It was Advocate Shri 
K. K. Kuncheria who conducted the enquiry. Six witnesses including me 
were examined for the Management and four witnesses were examined for 
the workers . The witnesses of the Management were cross- examined by Kuttan 
and the Union Secretary Mr. Cleetus. The findings were entrusted to the 
Management on 25-1-1966. The recommendation was for dismissing Kuttan , 
Varkey and Chacko and for suspending the other workers for two days. There 
was a conciliation going on between the Union and the Management during 
this time. Therefore a month s wages was sent by M.O. to the dismissed 
workers. Kuttan accepted the amount. The other two did not accept the 
.satie . But they came to the Head Office thereafter and accepted the money. 
The wife of Kuttan is not a worker in the estate and therefore she is not 


9 


1 


entitled to get any maternity benefit. Kuttan has never given the petition for 
obtaining maternity benefit for his wife. Chacko has work now . Kuttan is 
having work with a person at Koottical. Ext. M5 is thc M.O. coupon issued to 
Kuttan . Ext. M7 is the receipt given by V. P. Varkey on 16-4-1866 after 
accepting the money. Ext. M8 is the receipt given by Chacko . Ext. M4 is 
the charge-sheet issued to Kuttan . Charge sheet issued to V. l . Varkey is 
marked as Ext. M9. Dismissal order given to E. T. Chacko is marked as Ext. 
M10 . Ext. M3 is the enquiry proceedings alieady marked . The proceedings 
on :-2-1966 is marked as Ext. M11. The acknowledgement receipts of Kuttan , 
Chacko and Varkey accepting dismissal notices are inarhed as Exts. Mi2. 
M13 and M14 respectively. The acknowledgement receipt of the show cause 
notices are marked as Ext. M15 series . 

Cross : There is a Manager for the estate. The Vicar at Kanjirapally is 
the Manager. Workers are appointed and wages fixel by the Manager and 
not by me. It was the Manager who has decided to change the system : of 
Lime rate into piece-rate. I have no power to decide the date of implementa 
tion of the same. Double tapping was not aliowed because the treeswere young 
Those people who have done double tapping were suspended . Kuttan is the 
convener of the Union in the estate. He has no ! clone louble tapping. I do 
not know whether it was stated in the charge-sheet issued to him that he has 
wrongfully restrained me. The order given to Kuttan on 8-3-1966 by the 
Management is marked as Ext. Wi. 

11, MW2 is Shri A. Kuttappan, Deputy Labour Officer, Peermade. The 
summary of his deposition is as follows: - . 

Chief: I am the Deputy Labour Onicer at Peermade. There was a con 
ciliation regarding Koovapally estate . During 1956 I was not the Deputy 
Labour Officer at Peermade . It was Mr. V. C. Thomàs. I have brought the 
records- mentioned in the summons. The file containing 33 petitions regarding 
Koovapally estate is marked as Ext. 116. Ext. 17 is the domestic enquiry 
Ale sent to my oflice by the Management. Ext. M18 is the findings of the 
enquiry officer sent to my office . Ext. M19 is the copy of dismissal orders 
given to Kuttan , Varkey and Chacko sent to our office. Ext. A120 series are 
the copies of the enquiry notices given to ihe parties by the management. 
Ext. M21 series are the copies of explanations given by the workmen to the 
Management, sent to our office : 

Cross: There is no, day to day, diary regarding the proceedings in Ext. 
M16 file . There is nothing to show from the file that the workers were given 
any notice after 5-4-1966 . 

12. MW3 is Shri K. K. Kuncheria , the en juiry officer. The summary of his 
deposition is as follows: 

Chief: I was the enquiry oficer in domestic enquiry conchueted in 
Koovapally estate. Before this enquiry, the managenient has issued all the 
necessary notices to the parties. Both the management and the Union were 
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participating in the enquiry. Ext. M18 is my findings in the enquiry . Kuttan 
is known to me. He was a delinquent in the enquiry and he has participated 
in the enquiry. Mr. Cleetus, the Union Secretary, cross-examined the witnesses 
of the Management. Ext. M9 is the file where I have recorded the evidence. 
I came to know later that there was a conciliation proceedings pending dur 
ing that time and the Management has sought approval by filing an approval 
application before the Conciliation Onicer. i have conducted the enquiry inn 
partially. I am an Advocate having 23 years standing in the Bar. 


Cross : Usually a tapper taps one block on a day, say A block and taps 
1 block the next day. On the other hand if a tapper taps A block in the 
morning and B block in the evening on the same day it is known as double 
tapping. I have not examined the blocks which were double tapped by the 
concerned workers . The Management has alleged that the workers have 
double tapped but the double tapped blocks were not shown to me and I 
have not made a local inspection . I have recommended for dismissal of 
E. T. Chacko, V. P. Varkey and Kuttan and suspension for the others. 
found Kuttan guilty only for charges mentioned in Point No. 5 and Point 
No 7. The charge under point No. 5 is lightning stike. I have not recom 
mended any punishment for the same. (Q ) is there any specific reason for 
recommending suspension for those who have committed the misconduct and 
dismissal for P. Kuttan who is alleged to be the abeitor ? A ) I have speci 
fically stated the reasons for the punishment recommended by me for Kuttan 
in para 32 of my findings. Kuttan was the convener of the Union in the 
estate . I do not remember now whether there was a dispute between the 
Union and the Management regarding double tapping at the time of the en 
quiry. The workers have been given valid instructions by the conductor 
regarding double tapping. The conductor was representing the Management 
on that date. Both the parties have not asked for local inspection of the 
double tapped area. Even if it was inspected I might not have got further 
details, because the enquiry was conducted much after the double tapping . 
There was no case for the Union that there was no double tapping. In Ext. 
M18 in para 23 I have entered the findings against Kuttan . As per my 
knowledge, there is no standing orders regarding the estate . This estate is a 
small estate. 


cases 


i3. The learned counsels for the partics argued their 

succinctly . 
With regard to issue No. 1 " Introduction of piece rate system in Koovappilly 
Rubber Estate " the Management, even at the time of filing their counter state 
ment, has agreed to introduce the system by the season time in 1967. Later 
on during the evidence stage the Management s witness No. I has deposed that 
the decision could not be implemented owing to reasons beyond the control 
of the Management. But he has affirmed in his deposition that the piece-rate 
system will be introduced by August 1968. During the arguments also the 
learned counsel for the Management has agreed to introduce the piece -rate 
system of tapping in Koovappilly Estate by August 1968. The learned counsel 
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for the Union has not objected to the proposal and has welcomed the sugges 
tion of the learned counsel for the Management. Thus since both the parties 
have agreed that the piece-rate system of tapping in Koorappilly estate will be 
introduced by August 1968 I hold that there is no dispute at present as far 
as Issue No. 1 is concerned. Therefore the Management shall introduce the 
piece-rate system of tapping in Koovappilly estate as agreed by them by 
August 1968 

14. The next issue , viz., " dismissal of 3 tappers (V. P. Varkey, E. T. Chacko 
and Pazhuthadam Kuttan ) of Koovappilly Estate " is the keenly contested issue. 
The learned counsel for the Union admitted even at the otitset that the domes 
tic enquiry conducted by the Management by appointing Advocate Shri K. K. 
Kuncheria as the enquiry officer, is faultless as far as the prucedure is con 
cerned . But he has asserted that in the case of Shri Pazhuthadam Kutlan , 
the Convener of the Thiru-Cochi Thottam Thozhilali Union in Koovappilly 
estate, the punishment meted out to him is shockingly disproportionate to the 
offence alleged to have been committed by him and that no reasonable em 
ployer would ever impose such a punishment in the circumstances of the 
case . As far as workers V. P. Varkey and E. T. Chacko are concerned the 
learned counsel for the Union submitted that he is not pressing the case of 
Shri E. T. Chacko . But the dismissal of Shri V. P. Varkey, according to him , 
is unjustifiable. 

15. Before dealing with the case of Shri Kuttan , I wish to refer to the 
cases of Shri V. P. Varkey and Shri E. T. Chacko. In the enquiry proceed 
ings the learned enquiry officer has elaborately dealt with all the offences com 
mitted by the said workers. The serious allegations against worker Shri E.T. 
Chacko are that he has not only staged picketing before the omice on 14-12-65 
along with the others, wrongfully restraining the conductors and kanganies 
froin coming outside the office room from 3.30 to 8.30 , but also that he has 
torn the shirt of conductor Shri A. J. John and attempted to assault him 
at the door step of the office room . At any rate the learned counsel for 
the Union is not pressing his case and so I do not propose to go into the 
merits of this case. 


10. The allegations against Shri V. P. Varkey are not only participation 
in the picketing, but also the forcible entry into the factory where sheets 
were manufactured and also the obstruction of the work therein by holding 
the handle of the roller. In the enquiry proceedings almost all the witnesses 
have deposed unanimously about this incident and the findings of the 
learned enquiry officer do not appear to be unjustifiable. Anyhow , Exts. M7 
and M8 are two receipts executed by M /s. V. P. Varkey and E. T. Chacko 
respectively stating that they have received an amount from the Management 
and also that they have nothing further to do with the Management. As far 
as these receipts are concerned although it is seen that these two workers 
have received only Rs. 63 each , the version of Ww3, who is none other than 
Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan , is that these people were given something more 
than what is stated in the receipts by taking them to Kanjirappilly by the 
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Management. It is a fact that these two workmen have not accepted the 
nuoney orders sent to them by the Management simultaneously with the issue 
of the dismissal order . But it is an admitted fact that these people went to 
the oflice and received the money and executed receipts. Therefore, when 
even the witnesses of the Union would assert that these two workers have 
received an amount to their satisfaction from the Management thereby sever 
ing all their connection with the Management, the Union cannot now put for 
ward a case demanding redress for them . Further, the Union did not care to 
produce these workmen before the court and examine them as they ought to 
have done in the ordinary course. Therefore, taking all these circumstances 
into consideration I hold that there is no subsisting dispute as far as the 
workmen M /s . V. P. Varkey and E. T. Chacko and the management are con 
cerned and so they are not entitled to .get any relief. 
• 17. Now , regarding Pazhuthadam Kuttan the allegations against him are 
that he abetted and induced the 11 workmen to do double tapping unautho. 
risedly inspite of the warning given to them by the Division Conductor Mr. 
A. J. John and also that he was participating in the lightning strike: staged 
by the concerned workmen on 15-12-1965 and 16-12-1965 respectively , With 
regard to the first allegation of abetment the only witness on the Manage 
ment s side who has spoken to the same is Mr. A. J. John , the Division Con . 
cluctor. In the enquiry proceedings Shri A. J. John has deposed that Shri 
Pazhuthadam Kuttan came to the office at the time when the workers demand . 
ed permission for double tapping and incited them to do the double tapping 
inspite of the advice given to the workers by the Conductor himself . Accord 
ing to the conductor he has cven gone to the extent of challenging the Con 
tiuctor by saying that he will be made to measure the milk which is obtained 
by these workers on double tapping. The Management has examined six 
witnesses on their side in the enquiry proceedings. But out of them only 
one witness, viz., Shri A. J. John has deposed as to the duplicity of Shei 
Pazhuthadam Kuttan in the matter of unauthorised double tapping by the 
concerned workmen . Although all the other five witnesses were deposing for 
and on behalf of the Management they have never mentioned anything about 
Pazhuthadam Kuttan . Thus it is surprising to note , why the learned enquiry 
ollicer has blindly believed the Division Conductor Shri A. J. John when all 
the other witnesses who are expected to give evidence against Pazhuthadam 
Kutian were keeping quiet . . Even with regard to Shri A. J. John s evidence 
any reasonable person can only come to the conclusion that here is a witness who 
has no love lost towards Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan . Shri A. J. John at one 
moment has stated that nobody was given any permission to do double tapping 
on 11-12-65. But immediately at another moment he has deposed that three other 
workers were given permission to do double tapping on 14-12-65 . Management s 
witness No. 4 has also affirmed in his deposition before the equiry oflicer that on 
14-12-65 nobody was given any permission for double tapping in the muster which 
is the usual place where at, permission for double tapping is given . Therefore , 
the first version of A.J. John has to be believed when he deposes that no permis 
sion was given to anybody for double tapping on 14-12-65 . But when he was 
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confronted with the fact that three other workers were double tapping on that 
day he has asserted that they were given permission by the Management. Taking 
all these into consideration one can come to the only conclusion that here is a 
witness who has no much respect for truth and that he is on no good terms with 
Pazhuthadam Kuttan. At this juncture the fact that Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan 
is the convener of the Union in the estate has to be taken into consideration . 
Shri Kuttan is a Harijan and some of the Union s witnesses before this court 
have deposed that the Management has no much admiration for Harijan workers 
in the estate and that is evidenced by the action of the Management in discharg 
ing almost all them from the estate. According to the Union s witnesses atune 
time the majority of the workers were Harijans, but at present there are only 
4 or 5 Harijans in the estate. One of the Union s witness has even gone to the 
extent of deposing that the conductor has been asking him to see that the Con 
venership of Shri Kuttan is taken away from him since the lanagement was 
feeling ill at ease to deal with him in the inatter of disputes. The learned counsel 
for the Management could not rebut the assertions of these witnesses of the 
Union made in the chief examination , although, they were elaborately cross 
examined by him . The only question he has put to the witness, riz., WW2 
regarding his assertion about the Harijans was whether the Harijans so dis. 
charged niade any complaint, to which he has answered that he does not kuow . 
Therefore, it can only be gathered that the Management has an antipathy towards 
Harijans and unfortunately Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan happens to be a Harijan 
also. Anyhow , I do not wish to go into this question deeply . But I have to point 
out that the allegation against Shri Kuttan in the matter of abetment and induce 
ment of the workers to do double tapping cannot be accepted as gospel truth . The 
Management has adduced evidence before this court also by examining MW1 to 
AW3. But MW1 is the only witness who has spoken anything against Shri 
Kuttan and MW1 happens to be the very same conductor Shri A. J. John. There 
fore, I have no hesitation to come to the conclusion that the allegations directed 
against Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan cannot be accepted in toto . 

18. Now even if the allegations directed against Shri Kuttan happened to be 
true it is surprising to note why he is given the capital punishment of dismissal 
for abelment when all the 11 other workers, who have actually committed the mis 
conduct of doing double tapping unauthorisedly despite the warning of the con 
ductor, are given only suspension for two days. Therefore the assertion of the 
learned counsel for the Union that the punishment metci out to Shri Kuttan is 
shockingly disproportionate and that no reasonable employer: would ever impose 
the same in the circumstances of the case to any other workman appears to be 
quite true. Their Lordships of the Supreme Court in their famous ruling reported 
in 1965 ( 1) LLJ at page 162 have dealt with the same question and have held 
that the Industrial Tribunal could interfere with the punishment when it is shock 
ingly disproportionate to the misconduct or as such as no reasonable employer 
ever would impose in the circumstances . Considering the facts and circumstances 
of this case and also the observations of Their Lordships of the Supreme Court 
as mentioned above, I hold that the punishment given to Shri Kuttan is quite 
unjustifiable and that even the allegations directed against him are baseless and 
mala fide. 
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19. Of course, it has come in evidence that he has also participated in the 
lightning strike with the other concerned workmen . But the Management have 
themselves admitted that no punishment need be given for the same. Therefore , 
it is only reasonable on my part to come to the conclusion that Shri Pazhu 
thadam Kuttan is quite innocent as far as the allegations of misconduct directed 
against him are concerned. In the circumstances of the case it . will be only 
reasonable on my part to order for his reinstatement. But on a meticulous 
scrutiny and a careful consideration of the statements and the evidence adduced 
by the Management I hold that there is no love lost between the Management 
and Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan and an order of reinstatement will only create 
chaos in the estate as far as industrial peace is concerned. Therefore, I hereby 
order that the Management shall pay one month s wages per year of completed 
service for Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan in lieu of his loss of employment. It has 
come in evidence that Shri Pazhuthadam Kuttan has entered the service of the 
Management in the year 1952, which is not rebutted by the Management and so 
Shri Kuttan shall be given compensation as mentioned above counting his year 
of service from 1952 till he was dismissed from service. 

20. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Alleppey , 
29-6-1968. 


K. P. M. SHERIFF, 
Industrial Tribunal. 


APPENDIX 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

MI1 Shri A. J. John . 
MW2 A. Kuttappan . 
MW3 K. K. Kuncheria . 


IVitnesses examined on the side of the Union : 
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WW1 Shri K. P. Joseph . 
WW2 P. T. Varkey. 
WW3 

Kuttan . 
WW4 K. J. Cleetus . 

11 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management: 
Ext. Ni. Acknowledgment of Shri Kuttan dated 14-1-66. 
M2. Do. 

27-1-66 . 
M3. Dismissal order of Shri Kultan dated 28-3-66 . 
M4 Dismissal order dated 8-3-66 . 
M5. Money order coupon of Shri P. Kuttan . 
MG. Findings of the enquiry officer dated 25-2-66 . 
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15 


13 


11 


19 


99 


Ext. M7. A receipted dated 16-4-1966 executed by Shri V. P. Varkey . 
M8 . 

Do. 

Shri E. T. Chacko , 
M9. Dismissal order dated 8-3-66 issued to Shri Pazhuthadanı kullan . 
M10 . Do. 

dated 8-3-66 , issued to Shri E. T. Chacko . 
N11. Enquiry proceedings dated 1-2-66 . 
M12 . Acknowledgment of Shri E. T. Chacko. 
M13 . 

Do. of Shri V. P. Varkey dated 10-3-66 . 
M14 . 

Do. of Shri Pazhuthadain Kullan dated 9-3-66. 
M15 (Series). Acknowledgments of Pazhuthulam Kuttan dated 27-1-45 . 

V. P. Varkey dated 27-1-66 and E. T. Chacko.dated 28-1-66 . 
M16 . File relating to the Dist. Labour Officer, Peermade regarding the 

dispute. 
M17 Copy of enquiry proceedings dated 29-1-66. 
M18. Copy of the findings of the enquiry ollicer dated 25-2-60. 
M19 Copy of dismissal order dated 8-3-66 issued to Pazhuthadam Kuttan . 
M20 . (Series ). Copies of notices dated 30-12-65 issued to Sri E. T. Chacko 

and 13 others. 
M21 (Scries ). Copies of letters from Shri E. T. Chacko and 13 others 

dated 5-1-66 , 21-1-66 and 15-12-65 to the Management. 
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E chibits marked on the side of the Union : 


Ext. W1. Order of dismissal of Shri Pazhuthadam Kullan dated 8-3-1966. 
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COVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour & Social Welfare (II) Departmeni 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 2599 /H2/68/LSWD. 

Dated , Trivandram , 23rd July 1968 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of M /s Ruby Rubber Worki, Changanacherry 
and their workmen represented by the Kurumbranad Taluk Estate Workers 
Union , Thottilpalam Post, Kunduthode, Calicut District received by 
Government on -7-1968 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor , 

S. NADARAJAN , 
Dapaty Secretary 


Beforo the Court of the Industrial Trlbabal, Calicut 
(Wednesday , the 5th day of June, Nineteen 

hundred and sixty-eight).. 

Preseel: 
SRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B , A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicu ! 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 25/65 

Between 
MESSRS . RUBBY RUBBER WORKS, 

CHANGANACHERRY 

ind 
KURUMBRANAD TALUK ESTATE WORKERS UNION , 

.THOTTILPALAM POST, KUNDUTITODE , CALICUT DISTRICT , 
Representation : 

Sri Joseph Jacob , 
Advocate, 

For Management. 
Calicut 
Sri K. Bhaskaran Nair, 
Advocate, 

Yor Union . 
Calicut 
G. 1631 


AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by the Government of Kerala as.per Order No. G. O. Rt. 697 /65/HLD . 
dated 16-2-1965 of the Health and Labour (H ) Department, existing between 
M /s. Rubby Rubber Works, Changanacherry and the workmen of the above 
concern represented by the Kurumbranad Talak Estate Workers Union , 
Thuilpalain 

The issues referred are the following : 
1. Payment to tappers at Rs. 1.37 with effect from 1-1-1963. 
2. Non -employraent of the following ten workers : 
1. M. Mohammed 

6. C.K. Koya 
2. T , P. Aboobacker 

7. P. Hydrose 
3. C. Mohammed 

P. Moideen 
4. C. K. Haidroo 

9. Pulpadan Mohammed 
5. M. Abdullakutty 

10. M. Ahamed . 
2. The parties after appearance filed their statements. Documents relied 
on by parties were also filed . The Union examined WWI to WW4. The 
Management examined one witness. Tall of settlement started afterwards. 

3. On 1-6-1968 , they have filed a joint statement settling all the above 
issuss. The Joint statement is signed by both partics. The terms therein 
are just and reasonable . 

I find the terms are just and reasonable and an award gis passed in 
accordance with the Joint Statement herewith attached as Annexure . This 
award shall comeinto force on the expiry of 30 days after its publication in 
the Government Gasette. 
Calicut, 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
5-6-1968 . 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicat.. 


ANNEXURE 
Boforo the Indastrial Tribunal, Calicut 

I. D , No. 25/65 . 

Betrocer : 
The Management Manimala Estate, Ruby Rubber Works Ltd., 
Changanacherry . 

And 
The workmon represented by Kurumbranad Taluk Estato Workers 

Union . 
MEMORANDUMI 07 SETTLEMENT VILED DY THE PARTIES IN 

THE ADOVL MATTER 
The above dispute has been settled on the following terms : 
1: Themanagement agreed to pay a sum of Rs. Three thousand only , to 
the Union in settlement of all the claims of the workers including the 
expenses of the Union : 
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2. The union agrees to accept the above said amount Rupees Three 
thousand in full and final settlemcnt of all claims of the workers involving 
the dispute . 
3. The amountwill be paid within onc month from this date 

• Dated this 1st June, 1968. 
For the Management : 

1 . 

(Sd.) 

1-6-1968. 

(Superintendent). 
2. 

(Sd .) 

(Advocate for Management) 
Por the Union : 

1 . 

( Sd.) 

1-6-1968 , 
President of the Union . 
2 . 

(Sa.) 
Advocate for the Unio .. 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare ( H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 9114 /H4 /63/LSWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 31st July 1968 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Manageme.it of M /3. Harrison & Crosfield Ltd., Cochin -3 and 
their workmen Sri M. J. Benjamin , III /18 + Vadathazha, Cochin -1 
represented by, Sri I.C. N. Menon , Advocate, Ernakulam received by 
Government on 24th July 1963 is hereby published under Section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAN , 

Deputy Secretary . 
Before the Court of tire Industriai Tribunal, Kozhikode 
( Thursday, the 19th day of July Ninctcen hundred 

and sixty -eight) 

Present : 
Smı R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No.64 OF 65 

Between 
M. J. BENJAMIN , 
III/184, VADATHAZHA, COCHIN - 1 ( Applicant) 

And 

THE MANAGER , 
M /s. HARRISONS & CROSFIELD LTD ., COCHIN - 3. ( Opp : Parly) 
Representation : 
Sri T. C.N. Menon , 
Advocate, Ernakulam 

For Applicant. 
Sri P. K. âurian , 

M /s. Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam 

For Opp : Party: 

AWARD 
This is an application under Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 by the Applicant against the Opposite Party who is the employer. The 
applicant was working under the Opposite Party and on 28-9-1964 he was 

G. 1654 
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discharged saying that he was unfit on medical grounds. I. D. No. 3 of 1963 
was pending before the Industrial Tribunal, Ernakulam in which the 
Applicant was also interested which was referred and at the time of the 
discharge it was pending before Industrial Tribunal, Ernakulam as 
I. D.81/64 . Applicant s case is that the discharge on the ground of ill 
health is only a cloak to hide the real fact is that he was discharged only 
because of his trade union activities. In discharging he was not given the 
full leave benefits . He concludes by saying that appropriate orders may be 
passed . 

2. The Management appeared after receipt of notice and filed their 
Reply statement denying all the above allegations. According to them the 
applicant was retired from service on account of ill health on the basis of the 
medical advice received by the applicant. There was no alteration ofthe 
conditions of service and the violation under Section 33 (3 ) (a) or (33) (3) (b) 
does not arise at all , 

3. The Management filed their documents. The applicant had no 
documents and the case was posted for evidence . The applicant took a few 
adjournments and on 16-12-1965 the case was posted to 14-1-1966 as a last 
chance for the applicant to get ready to a dduce evidence. The 
applicant took a few adjournments and on 16-12-1965 the case was 
posted to 14-1-1966 as a last chance for the applicant to get ready 
to adduce evidence . On 14-1-1966 the advocate for the applicant requested 
for an adjournment on the ground that the applicant had not attended the 
court. My learned predecessor refuscd this request since it was opposed by 
theManagement counsel. Afterwards the applicant s counsel filed a petition 
for adjournment. That was rejected and the award was passed dismissing 
the complaint. The applicant filed O. P. 1012/66 before the High Court 
and as per the orders the award dismissing the complaint was quashed and 
the application has been sent back to this tribunal for disposal after hearing 
the parties. 

4. The party afterwards appeared through counsel and a few adjourn 
ments were taken on the ground that the applicant was undergoing 
Ayurvedic treatment. The Management was opposing all the adjournments . 
The case was posted to 11-7-1968 . On that day no petition was filed for 
adjournement. The counsel stated that the applicant is not in a position to 
attend the court even now . But he did not ask for adjournment. Any 
further adjournment was opposed by theManagement counsel and according 
to him the case is amply proved by the conduct of the complainant . 

5. Since the applicant is not present I dismiss the complaint, for non 
prosecution . The award is passed accordingly . 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Calicut. 

Industrial Tribunal . 


Kerala Cazeite No. 34 dated 20th August 1963. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare ( H ) Departmeno 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 6376 /H3/68/LSWD . 

Deted, Troandrum , 22nd July 1968. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of KallaiWood Works, Calicut and their workmen 
represented by the Kallai Wood Work : Thozhilali Union , Calicut received 
by Government on 11-7-1968 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

S. NAGARAJAR , 
Depaty Secretary . 


Refore the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Saturday , the 6th day of July , Nineteen hundred 

and sixty -eight) 

Present : 
SRI R ; K : VENU NAYAR , B. A., D. Li, 

Industrial Tribunal, Cclicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 83/66 

Bstween 
THE MANAGEMENT 
OF KALLAI Wood WORKS, CALICUT 

And 
THE KALLAT WOOD WORKS THOZHILALI UNION , 

CALICUT 


AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala as per Order No. G. 0. Rt. 4391/66 /HLD. 
dated 9-12-1966 of the Health and Labour (H ) Department between the 
Management of Kallai Wood Works and the workers of the above concern 
represented by the Kallai Wood Works Thozhilali Union . The only issue 
referred is the following : 

“ Discrimination in the Payment of Bonus for the year 1964-65 ." 
2. Notice was issued to both parties. The Union filed their statement 
and theManagement filed their reply statement also . Rejoinder was filed 

G. 1605 , 
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by the Secretary and subscquently it was posted for evidence. 

A few 
adjournments were given for getting ready with the evidence and thereafter 
the Union was not represented . 

The advocate also did not appear. 
Registered notice was sent to the Union asking them to take steps to adduce 
evidence. Though the Union received the notice they have not cared to, 
take necessary steps . 

So on 3-7-1968 the Union was declared exparte. 
I find that the Union is not interested in the issue. Hence the reference is 
dismissed . An award is passed accordingly . 
Calicut, 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
6-7-1968 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


Kerala Gazette No. 34 dates 20th August 1963. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Laboar & Sccial Welfaro ( H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No: 6377 /68 /U13, LSWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd July 1968 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of Star Tile Works, Kallai, Calicut and their 
workmen represented by the Star Tile Workers Union , Kallai, Calicut 
received by Government on 11-7-1968 is hereby published under Section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 

S.NAGARAJAN , 
Deputy Secretary, 


Boforo the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Saturday, the 6th day of July, Nineteen hundred 

and sixty-cight) 

Prosoal : 
San R.K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B , L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 84/66 . 

Betohem 
THE MANAGEMENT 
OF STAR Tile Works, KALLAI, CALICUT. 

And 
THE STAR TILE WORKERS UNION , 

KALLAI, Calicut. 


AWARD 
The Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O.Rt. 4375 /66 /HLD . 
dated 8-12-1966 of the Health and Labour (H ) Department referred the 
following industrial dispute between the Management of Star Tile Works, 
Kallaiand the workmen of the above concern represented by the Star Tile 
Workers Union . The issues referred are the following : 

1. Payment of bonus for 1964 and 1965 . 
2. Paymentof wages of the additional Holidays declared by the 

Management. 
3. Calculation of leave with wages. 

4. Confirmation of Temporary workers. 
G ; 1606 
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2. Notice was issued and the Union filed their statement. The Manage 
ment was also represented . They filed their reply statement. Thereafter 
ihe lanagement filed all their documents . It was posted for adducing 
evidence. A few adjournments were given and the Union was not repre 
sented by any body." Registered notice was sent to the Union informing that 
the case stands posted to 3.7-1968 for evidence . They received notice but 
they have not taken steps to adduce evidence or to represent the Union 
properly on 3-7-1968. Hence I find that the Union is not interested in the 
dispute referred to and the reference is dismissed . The reference is 
answered accordingly , 
Calicut, 

R. K. VEKU NAYAR , 
6-7-1968 . 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour and Social Welfare (AI) Dopartzunt 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 9135 /H3/68/LSWD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 31s! July 1958 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the 
dispute between tiie Management of Mathrubhumi Printing and Publishing 
Company Ltd., Calicut and their workmen represented by the Mathrubhumi 
Employees Union , Calicut received by Government on 24th July 1968 
is hereby published under Section 17 of the IndustrialDisputes Aci. 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor , 

S. NAGARAJAV, 

Deputy Secret 1.1 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
( Thursday, the 19th day of July, Nineteen hundred 

and sixty-cight) 

Present : 
SRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , BA , B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 38/68 

Betista 

THE MANAGEMENT 
OF MATHRUBHUMI PRINTING & PUBLISHING Co. LTD., CALICUT 

And 
THE MATHRUBHUMI EMPLOYEES UNION , 

CALICUT; 

AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication by 
the Government of Kerala as per Order No. G. O. Rt. 1961/68 /LSWD . of 
the Labour & Social Welfare (H ) Department dated 7-6-1968. The issue 
referred is the following : 

" Stoppage of increment and promotion of Sri T. Balakrishnan , 

Attender. " 
Even before appearing before the court on receipt of the notice the 
Union has sent a letter intimating that Sri T. Balakrishnan has retired from 
service and so there is no dispute between theManagement and the Union . 
Thcy add that they are instructed by the said worker to withdraw the case 
from the Tribunal. 

Since it is stated that the said worker has retired I find that there is no 
industrial dispute subsisting betwaen the Union and the Management. 
Hence the reference is dismissed. An award is passed accordingly . 
Calicut, 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
19-7-1968 . 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water & Power ( Electricity ) Department 

ERRATUM 


G. O. Ms. 170 /68 / W & P . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 3rd August 1968. 
In the Kerala State Electricity Supply (Kerala State Electricity Board 
and Licensees areas) Surcharge Order , 1968 issued under the Notification 
No. 4534 /EL1/68-1 /W & P . dated 1st Junc 1968 published in Gazette Extra 
ordinary No. 113 dated 1-6-1968 as S. R. O. No. 210/68 in item I ( a) of 
clause 5 , for the abbreviation and figures " Rs. 798 ” read “ Rs. 198 ” . 

By order of the Governor , 
K. P. VISWANATHAN NAIR , 

Secretary. 


; G , 1695 
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Section i 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Food ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 12304/ C2/68-1 /Fd.D . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 6th August 1968 
The following notification G.S. R. 1269 dated the 3rd July 1968 of the 
Government of India, Ministry of Food, Agriculture, Community Develop 
ment & Co -operation (Department of Food ), New Delhi published in the 
Gazette of India Extraordinary Part II Section 3- sub section (i) dated the 
3rd July 1968 is hereby republished for general information . 

By order of the Governor 
N. KALEESWARAN , 

Joint Secretary 
Ministry of Food , Agriculture, Community Development & 

Co-operation 
(Department of Food ) 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 3rd July 1968. 
G. S. R. 1269 - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the 
Essential Commodities Act, 1955 (10 of 1953 ), the Central Government 
hereby makes the following Order further to amend the Inter -zonal Wheat 
and Wheat Products (Movement Control) Order, 1964, namely : 

1. This Order may be called the Inter-Zonal Wheat and Wheat Products 
(Movement Control) Fifth Amendment Order, 1. 68 . 

2. In the Inter-Zonal Wheat and Wheat Products (Movement Control) 
Order, 1964, in sub - clause (2) of clause 6, after item (x ) and before the 
proviso, the following item shall be inserted , namely ; 
“ (xi) To Shahdara market in the Union territory of Delhi from any 

place within Zone 1 comprising the States of Punjab and 
Haryana and the Union territories of Delhi, Himachal Pradesh 
and Chandigarh .” 

(No. 204 (GL) ( 1) /1040 /68-PY . II.) 

R. BALASUBRAMANIAN , 

Joint Secretary. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Section iv 


Pablic Works ( Transport- B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (P ) No. 175 . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th August 1968 . 
S. R. O. No 354/68. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
(1) and clause (a ) of sub -section (2) of section 68 read with sub -section (3) 
of section 57 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 (Central Act 4 of 1939) , the 
Government ofKerala hereby make the following amendment to the Kerala 
Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, the same having been previously published as 
required by sub section ( 1) of section 133 of the said Act. 


AMENDMENT 


In the said rules, for rule 176 , th- following rule shall be substituted 
namely : 

" 176. Application - publication of:-(1) Upon receipt of an application 
for a stage carriage permit or a public carrier s permit, the Secretary to the 
Regional Transport Authority shall publish the substance of the application 
together with a notice, not less than 30 days before the date appointed for 
the receipt ofrepresentations, of the date before which repre entations may 
be submitted and of the probable date appointed for consideration , on the 
notice board at the Office of the authority : 

Provided that in the case of an application for a stage carriage permit, 
the Secretary to the Regional Transport Authority shall also, not less than 
30 days before the said date publish the application or the substance thereof 
together with such notice in the Official Gazette. 

(2) If upon such publication no representation is received in connection 
with the application within the period specified , the application may be 
submitted for the decision of the Regional Transport Authority by following 
the procedure by circulation . 

(3 ) Every application required to be published shall be accompanied 
by publication charges of Rs. 15 which shall not be refunded ." 

ngmy cargo. 6. mmid 354 /68–1939 - oel coocgod wynom mangº 
( 1939–61 4-3 . CAC ena onu) 57– . Nord (3) -0 . 2002Cfoş GOD 
Wooley J10089 68—9 . udgl ( 1) -9. Only (2 ) — . Dooarjº 
( എ ) എന്ന ഖണ്ഡവുംമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള 
ഗവണ്മെൻറ്റ്, 1961- ലെ കേരള മോട്ടോർവാഹനചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ഭേദഗതി 
കൾ ഇതിനാൽ വരുത്തുന്നു. enzo Bona , 133–0 . Qard (1 ) -0 . Qnagy 
ആവശ്യപ്പെട്ടപ്രകാരം ഇവ മുൻകൂട്ടി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുമുണ്ട്. 
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പ്രസ്തുത ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ 176 -ാം ചട്ടത്തിനുപകരം താഴെ പറ യുന്ന പട്ടം ചക്കണം; 
ദരതായത്: 

*176 അപേക്ഷ - പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തൽ 
(1 ) ഒരു സ്റ്റേജ° കാരിയേജ് പെർമിററിനോ, പൊതുകാരിയർ പെർമിററിനോ 
ഉള്ളഅപേക്ഷ ലഭിച്ചാൽ റീജിയന : ട്രാൻസ്പോർട്ട് അതോറിട്ടിയുടെ സെക്രട്ടറി, 
അപേക്ഷയുടെ സാരാംശം, നിവേദനങ്ങൾ സമർപ്പിക്കുന്നതു് ഏതു തീയതിക്കു 
മുമ്പായിരിക്കണമെന്നും, പരിഗണിക്കുന്നതിനും നിശ്ചയിക്കാനിടയുള്ള തീയതി 
ഏതെനാം സംബന്ധിച്ച ഒരു നോട്ടീസു സഹിതം, അതോറിട്ടിയുടെ ആഫീസിലെ 
നോട്ടീസും ബോർഡിൽ, നിവേദനങ്ങൾ സ്വീകരിക്കുന്നതിനു നി യേ യി കി ട്ടു ള്ള 
തീയതി 30 ദിവസത്തിൽ കുറയാതെ മുമ്പായി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതാണ് 

എന്നാൽ ഒരു സ്റ്റുകാരിയേ പെർമിററിനുള്ളഅപേക്ഷയുടെ സംഗതിയിൽ, 
റീജിയണൽ ട്രാൻസ്പോർട്ട് അതോറിട്ടിയുടെ സെക്രട്ടറി 

പ്രസ്തുത തീയതിക്കു 
30 ദിവസത്തിൽ കുറയാതെ മുമ്പായി അങ്ങനെയുള്ള അപേക്ഷയോ അതിൻറ 
സാരാംശമോ അപ്രകാരമുള്ള നോട്ടീസു സഹിതം, ഔദ്യോഗിക ഗസററിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധ 
പ്പെടുത്തുകയും കൂടി ചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ് 

(2 ) അങ്ങനെ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയതിൽ നിശ്ചിത കാലത്തിനകം, അപേക്ഷ 
സംബന്ധിച്ച് യാതൊരു നിവേദനവും ലഭിക്കുന്നില്ലെങ്കിൽ, സ്ലേഷൻമൂലമുള്ള 
നടപടി ക്രമമനുസരിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും അപേക്ഷ , റീജിയണൽ ട്രാസ്പോർട്ട് അതോറിട്ടി 
യുടെ തീരുമാനത്തിന് സമർപ്പിക്കാവുന്നതാണു . 

3) പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ട ആവശ്യമുള്ളഏതൊരപേക്ഷയോടു കൂടി പ്രസിദ്ധ 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനുള്ള ചെലവിലേക്കായി 15 രൂപ അയയ്യേണ്ടതും ആ തുക മടക്കി 
കൊടുക്കുന്നതല്ലാത്തതുമാകുന്നു. 

By order of the Governor , 
K.NARAYANAN 

Secretary 
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PARTI 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (N ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 19603 /N2/68/RD . 

Daied , I rivandrum , 1st August 1968 
S. R. O.No. 355/68. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 99 
of the Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963 (1 of 1964), the Government of 
Kerala hereby make the following amendment to their Notification No. 
11841/N /64/RD . dated the 25th March , 1964. constituting Land Tribunals 
for the purpose of performing the functions of the Land Tribunal under the 
said Act, published in the Gazette Extraordinary dated the 25th March , 
1964, as subsequently amended , namely: 

AMENDMENT 
In the Schedule to said Notification , for items 4 , 6 , 7, 14 , 15 and 
16 , the following itemsshall respectively be substituted , namely : 
" Tribunal 

Area 

Headquarters 
4. Sri K. Thankappan , Ambalapuzha, Sherthala , 
Munsiff 

Kuttanad and Karthi 
gappally Taluks of 
Alleppey District Cochin 
and Kanayannur Taluks 
of Ernakulam District 
and Vaikom Taluk of 

Kottayam District Ernakulam . 
6. Sri M. K. Abdulla , 

Munsiff, Principal Trichur and Talappilly 
Land Tribunal 

Taluks of Trichur 
7. Sri K.N. Narayana 

District 

Trichur . 
Menon , Munsiff , Addi. 

tional Land Tribunal 
14. Sri O. Narayanan Entire District of Cannanore Tellicherry. 

Munsiff 
15. Sri T. V.Moidu , 

do. 

Cannanore. 
Munsiff 
16. Sri C. N. Balakrishnan , 

Kanhangad " 
Munsiff 

The amendment hereby made, shall come into force with effect on and 
from the 1st day of August 1968. 

By order of the Governor, 
A. K. K. NALBIAR, 

Secretary, 


do . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 20th August 1968 . 
PART I 

Section iv 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (MS) No. 390 /68/RD . Dated , Trivandrun , 12th August 1968. 

S. R. O. No. 356 /68. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 8 
of the Kerala Hereditary Village Offices (Abolition ) Act, 1961, (33 of 1961), 
the Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the 
Kerala Hereditary Village Offices (Abolition ) Rules, 1961, namely : - 

In the said rules to rule 17, the following proviso shall be added , 
namely : 

“ Provided that the Tahsildar may , if he is satisfied that the applicant 
was prevented by sufficient cause from presenting the application within that 
period , admit an application presented after the expiry of that period . 

By order of the Governor, 

T.J. PAILY , 
Deputy Secretary. 


» 
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Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 20th August 1968 . 
PART II 

കേരള ഗവണ്മെൻറ് 
നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടറിയേറ്ററു 


പരസ്യം. 


നമ്പർ1303 എൽ. എ . 468 . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1968 മാർച്ച് 6 
കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെ നടപടി ക്രമവും കാര്യനിർവ്വഹണവും സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 67 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാരം, താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ബിൽഉദ്ദേശകാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവ 
രണത്തോടും, ഏൽപ്പിച്ചു കൊടുക്കപ്പെട്ട് നിയമനിർമ്മാണാധികാരം സംബന്ധിച്ച 
മെമ്മോറാണ്ടത്താടും കൂടി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു. 

വി . പി . എൻ. നമ്പൂതിരി, 

സെക്രട്ടറി , 
ലെജിസ്ലേററീവ് അസംബ്ലി. 


1968- ലെ കേരള പൊതു കെട്ടിട ( അനധികൃത കൈവശക്കാരെ 

ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ) ബിൽ. 
പൊതു കെട്ടിടങ്ങളിൽ നിന്നും അനധികൃത കൈവശക്കാരെ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനും 
തത്സംബന്ധമായ കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കും വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുള്ള ഒരു ബിൽ 

പീഠിക :-പൊതുകെട്ടിടങ്ങളിൽ നിന്നും അനധികൃത കൈവശക്കാരെ ഒഴിപ്പി 
ക്കുന്നതിനും തത്സംബന്ധമായ കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കും വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നത് യുക്തമായിരിക്കു 
ന്നതിനാൽ, 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ പത്തൊൻപതാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെപ്പറയും 
പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കേണ്ടതാണു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും വ്യാപ്തിയും, ആരംവും.- (1) ഈ ആക്ററിനം 1968 - ലെ 
കേരള പൊതുകെട്ടിട (അനധികൃതകവശക്കാരെ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ) ആക്ററു് എന്നു് 
പേർ പറയാം. 

(2 ) ഇതിനും കേരളസംസ്ഥാനം മുഴുവൻ വ്യാപ്തിയുണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണു്. 

(8) ഗവണ്മെന്റ്, ഗസററിൽ പരസ്യമൂലം നിശ്ചയിക്കാവുന്ന തീയതിക്കു 
ഇതു് പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണു . 

2. നിർവ്വചനങ്ങൾ.- ഈ ആക്ററിൽ സന്ദർഭത്തിനും മററു വിധത്തിൽ ആവശ്യ 
മില്ലാത്തപക്ഷം, - 

( എ ) എസ്റ്റേററ്റ് ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ എന്നാൽ 3 -ാം വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം ഗവ 
ണ്മെൻറു ” അപ്രകാരം നിയമിച്ചിട്ടുള്ള ഒരുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ എന്നത്ഥമാകുന്നു. 

, ( ബി ) (തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥാപനം എന്നാൽ ഒരു മുനിസിപ്പൽ കോർപ്പ 
റേഷനോ, മുൻസിപ്പൽ കൌൺസിലോ, ടൌൺഷിപ്പുകമ്മിററിയോ, പഞ്ചായത്തോ 
അല്ലെങ്കിൽ എന്തുപേരുപറഞ്ഞ് വിളിച്ചാലും വേണ്ടതില്ലാ. അതതു സമയം പ്രാബ 
ല്യത്തിലുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും നിയമപ്രകാരം തദ്ദേശസ്വയംഭരണത്തിനുവേണ്ടി രൂപീ 
കരിച്ച മറേറതെങ്കിലും അധികാരസ്ഥാപനമോ എന്നത്ഥമാകുന്നു, 
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( സി) നിണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട എന്നാൽ ഈ ആക്ററനുസരിച്ചുണ്ടാക്കിയ ചട്ട 
തൾമൂലം നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട എന്നമാകുന്നു. 

( ഡി ) പൊതുകട്ടിടം എന്നാൽ ഗവണ്മെൻറിന്റേയോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഒരു 
തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥാപനത്തിനിറയോ വകയായിട്ടുള്ളതോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 
അതിനു വേണ്ടിയോ പാട്ടത്തിനെടുത്തിട്ടുള്ളതോ ആവശ്യപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുള്ളതോ ആയ 

അതിൽ 
ഏതെങ്കിലും കെട്ടിടമോ, കെട്ടിടത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമോ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നതും 
താഴെപ്പറയുന്നവ ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നതുമാകുന്നു: 

(i) അങ്ങനെയുള്ള കെട്ടിടത്തോടോ, കെട്ടിടത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗത്തോടോചേന്ന 
ഉദ്യാനം, സ്ഥലവും, ഉപഗ്രഹവും വല്ലതുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അവയും, 

: (i ) അങ്ങനെയുള്ള കെട്ടിടത്തോടോ കെട്ടിടത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗത്തോടോ അതു 
കൂടുതൽ പ്രയോജനകരമാംവണ്ണംഉപയോഗിക്കുന്നതിന്നായി ഘടിപ്പിച്ചിട്ടുള്ള ഏതെ 
കിലും ഫിററിംഗുകളും, 

( ഈ ഏതെങ്കിലും പൊതുകെട്ടിടം സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം വാടക 
എന്നാൽ ആ കെട്ടിടം അധികൃതമായി കൈവശംവയ്ക്കുന്നതിനു വേണ്ടി കാലന്തോറും 
കൊടുക്കേണ്ട പ്രതിഫലം എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നതും അ തിൽ താഴെപ്പറയുന്നവ ഉൾപ്പെ 
ടുന്നതുമാണ്: 

(1) വിദ്യുച്ഛക്തിക്കോ, ജലത്തിനോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ കെട്ടിടം കൈവശം 
വയ്ക്കുന്നഇമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട മറേറതെങ്കിലും സേവനങ്ങൾക്കോ വേണ്ടിയുള്ള ഏതെ 
ങ്കിലും ചാർജും, 

(i ) കെട്ടിടം സംബന്ധിച്ച് കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതായ എതെങ്കിലും നികുതിയോ 
(എന്തുപേരിൽ വിളിച്ചാലും വേണ്ടതില്ല ) , അതലസംഗതിപോലെ, ഗവണ്മെൻറാ 
തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥാപനമാ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതായിട്ടുള്ളപക്ഷ ം അ അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ചാർജും 
നികുതിയും; 

( എഫ്) ഏതെങ്കിലും പൊതു കെട്ടിടം സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം അനധി 
കൃതമായി കൈവശം വയ്ക്കൽ എന്നാൽ അങ്ങനെ കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള അനു 
വാദം കൂടാതെ ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ കെട്ടിടം കൈവശംവയ്ക്കൽ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നതും, 
ഏതു അധികാരപത്രപ്രകാരമാണോ ( പാട്ടമായിട്ടോ മറേറതെങ്കിലും വിധത്തിലുള്ള 

കൈമാററമായി ട്ടോ ) കെട്ടിടം കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുന്നതിനു ഏതെങ്കിലും ആളെ അനു 
വദിച്ചിരുന്നതും അയാൾ ആ അധികാരപ്പത്രത്തിന്റെ കാലം അവസാനിക്കുകയോ 
അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഏതു കാരണം നിമിത്തമാണെങ്കിലും വേണ്ടതില്ല , ആ അധികാരപത്രം 
അറുതിവരുത്തുകയോ ചെയ്തതിനുശേഷം ആ പൊതു കെട്ടിടം തുടന്നു കൈവശം വയ്ക്കു 
ന്നതും അതിൽ ഉൾപ്പെടുന്ന മാകുന്നു 

3. എസ്റ്റേററു " ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്മാരെ നിയമിക്കൽ.-- ഗവണ്മെൻറിനും ഗസററിൽ 
പരസ്യമൂലം - 

( എ ) തങ്ങൾക്കും യുക്തമെന്നു തോന്നുന്ന ഗവണ്മെൻറും ഗസറ്റഡ് ഉദ്യാ 
ഗസ്ഥന്മരായ ആളുകളെ ഈ ആക്ററിന്റെ ആവശ്യാർത്ഥം എസ്റ്റേററും ഉദ്യോഗ 
സ്ഥന്മാരായി നിയമിക്കുകയും, 

( ബി ) ഏത് പ്രാദേശികാതിത്തികൾക്കുള്ളിലാണു അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഏത 
ത്തിൽപ്പെട്ട പൊതുകെട്ടിടങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ചാണ് എസ്റ്റേറ്റ് ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്മാർ ഈ 
ആക ററുമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനി യോഗിക്കുകയും ഈ ആക്റ് 
പ്രകാരം ചുമത്തപ്പെട്ട കത്തവ്യങ്ങൾ നിർവഹിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യേണ്ടതെന്നും നിർവ്വചി 
ക്കുകയും ചെയ്യാവുന്നതാണു . 

4. ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ ഉത്തരവിനെതിരായി കാരണം കാണിക്കുന്നതിനും നോട്ടീസ 
നൽകൽ.- (1) ഏതെങ്കിലും ആളുകൾ ഏതെങ്കിലും പൊളകെട്ടിടം അനധികൃത 
മായി കൈവശംവച്ചിരിക്കുകയാണെന്നും അവരെ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്നുംഎസ്റ്റേററു. 
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നടത്ത 


ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും അഭിപ്രായമുള്ളപക്ഷം എസ്റ്റേറ്റ് ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ, 
എല്ലാ ആളുകളോടും ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ ഉത്തരവു് എന്തുകൊണ്ടും പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൂടാ എന്നു 

ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട 
ള്ളതിനു കാരണം കാണിക്കാൻ ആവശ്യപ്പെട്ടുകൊണ്ടും. ഇതിനുശേഷം വ്യവസ്ഥ 
ചെയ്യുന്ന വിധത്തിൽ,. രേഖമൂലമായ ഒരു നോട്ടീസ് നൽകേണ്ടതാണു . 
( 2) . നോട്ടീസിൽ, 

( എ ) ഏതു കാരണങ്ങളാലാണോ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ ഉത്തരവ് പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കാന 
ദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നത് ആ കാരണങ്ങൾ പ്രത്യേകം പറയുകയും, 

( ബി ) ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട എല്ലാ ആടുകളോടും, അതായതു്, ചൊതുകെട്ടിട . 
കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുന്നവരോ വ്യാവുന്ന രോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ അതിനു അവകാശ ബ ന്ധം 
തേർച്ച ചെയ്യുന്നവരോ ആയ എല്ലാ ആളുകളോടും, നിർദ്ദിഷ്ട ഉത്തരവിനെതിരായി 
കാരജനം വല്ലതുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ ആത് , നോട്ടീസിൽ പ്രത്യേകം പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന 
തീയതിക്കോ അതിനു മുമ്പോ - ആ തീ യ തി ഉത്തരവു പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്ന തീയതി 
മുതൽ പത്തുദിവസം കഴിയുന്നതിനു മു വല്ലാത്ത തായിരിക്കണം- കാണിക്കുന്നതിനു 
ആവശ്യപ്പെടുകയും ചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ്. 

8) എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ നടത്തേണ്ടതായ നോട്ടീസ് പൊതുകെട്ടി 
ത്തിന്റെ പുറംവാതിലിലോ, എല്ലാവക്കും കാണത്തക്ക വിധത്തിലുള്ള മാറതെങ്കിലും 
ഭാഗത്തോ പതിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും, നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെടാവുന്ന മറ്റുവിധത്തിലും 
ണ്ടതും, "അങ്ങനെ ചെയ്താൽ നോട്ടീസ് ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട എല്ലാ ആളുകൾക്കും സഥാ 
വിധി നൽകിയതായി കരുതേണ്ടതുമാണു്. 

(4 ) ഏതെങ്കിലും ആളുകൾ പൊതുകെട്ടിടം കൈവശം വച്ചിരിക്കുകയാ 
ഞെണന്നു എസ്റ്റേറാദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ അറിയുകയോ അല്ലെകിൽ അങ്ങനെ വിശ്വസി 
ക്കാൻ അദ്ദേഹത്തിനു കാരണമുണ്ടായിരിക്കുകയാ ചെയ്യുന്നപക്ഷം, അദ്ദേഹം 
(3) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾക്കു ദൂഷ്യം കൂടാതെ അങ്ങനെയുള്ളഏതൊരാ 
ളുടെ മേലും നോട്ടീസിൻറ ഒരുപ്രതി തപാൽമാഗ്ഗമായോ ആ ആൾക്ക് ഏൽപ്പിച്ചു 
കൊടുക്കുകയോ, കൊടുക്കുകയോ ചെയ്തുകൊണ്ടോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെടാ 
വുന്ന മറ്റുവിധത്തിലോ നടത്തണ്ടതാണു . 

5 , അനധികൃത കൈവശക്കാരെ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ.-(1) 4 -ാം വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുള്ള 
നോട്ടീസും അനുസരിച്ച് ആരെങ്കിലും 

വല്ലതും കാണിക്കുന്നുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ 
അതും അതിനു ഉപോൽബലകമായി അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ആൾ ഹാജരാക്കുന്നഏതൊരു 
തെളിവും പരിഗണിക്കുകയും അയാൾക്ക് പറയാനുള്ളത് പറയാൻ ന്യായമായ ഒര 
വസരം നൽകുകയും ചെയ്തതിനുശേഷം പൊതുകെട്ടിടം അനധികൃതമായി കൈവശം 
വച്ചിരിക്കുകയാണെന്നുംഎസ്റ്റേററു ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെടുന്നപക്ഷം, അദ്ദേ 
ഹത്തിനു് ഈ ആവശ്യാം നിശ്ചയിക്കാവുന്ന തീയതിയിൽ ഒരു ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ 
ഉത്തരവും, 

കാരണങ്ങൾ അതിൽ രേഖപ്പെടുത്തികൊണ്ടും, പൊതുകെട്ടിടമാ 
അതിന്റെ ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭാഗമോ കൈവശം വച്ചിരിക്കാവുന്ന എല്ലാ ആളുകളാടും 
അതു് ഒഴിയണമെന്നും നിർദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും പാസ്സാക്കാവുന്നതും. ഉത്തരവിന്റെ ഒരു 
പ്രതി പൊതുകെട്ടിടത്തിന്റെ പുറംവാതിലിലോ എല്ലാവരും കാണത്തക്കവിധത്തി 
ലുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭാഗത്തോ പതിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും പാ സ്യപ്പെടുത്തിക്കാവുന്നതുമാകുന്നു .. 

( 2 ) ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകരം ഒഴിപ്പിക്കൽ ഉത്തരവു 
പരസ്യപ്പെടുത്തി. മുപ്പതു ദിവസത്തിനകം അതും അനുസരിച്ചു നടക്കുവാൻ വിസ 
മ്മതിക്കുകയോ വീഴ്ച വരുത്തുക. യോ ചെയ്യുന്നപക്ഷം, എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ ഈ 
ആവശ്യാത്ഥം അദ്ദേഹം യഥാവധി അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തിയ മറോ ? കിലും ഉദ്യോ 
ഗസ്ഥനോ അയാളെ പൊതുകെട്ടിടത്തിൽ നിന്നു ഒഴിപ്പിച്ചു് ആയതു് കവശപ്പെ 
ടുത്താവുന്നതും, ആ ആവശ്യത്തിലേക്കു ആവശ്യമായി വരാവുന്ന ബലം പ്രയോഗി 
ക്കാവുന്നതുമാണ്. 

6 . അനധികൃതകൈവശക്കാർ പൊതുകെട്ടിടത്തിൽ ഉപേക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുപോകുന്ന 
വസ്തു കൈയൊഴിക്കൽ.-- (1 ) ഏതെങ്കിലും ആളുകളെ 6 -ാം വകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരം ഏതെ 
ങ്കിലും പൊതുകെട്ടിടത്തിൽ നിന്നും ഒഴിപ്പിച്ചിട്ടുള്ളപക്ഷം, എസ്റ്റോറുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും, 


കാരണം 
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10 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 


അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ആളുകൾ അങ്ങനെയുള്ള കെട്ടിടത്തിൽ ഉപേക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടുപോയ ഏതൊരു 
വസ്തുവും ആരുടെ കൈവശത്തിൽ നിന്നാണ് പൊതുകെട്ടിടം എടുത്തിട്ടതു് ആ 
ആളുകൾക്ക് പതിന്നാലുദിവസത്തെ നോട്ടീസു കൊടുക്കുകയും തദ്ദേശത്ത് പ്രചാര 
മുള്ള ഒരു വത്തമാനപ്പത്രത്തിലെങ്കിലും നോട്ടീസും പരസ്യപ്പെടുത്തുകയും ചെയ്തശേഷം 
മാറ്റുകയോ മാററിപ്പിക്കുകയോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ പൊതുലേലംമൂലം വിൽക്കുകയാ 
ചെയ്യാവുന്നതാണ്. 

( 2) (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം ഏതെങ്കിലും വസ്തു വിൽക്കുന്നപക്ഷം, വിറ 
കിട്ടുന്നതും വിൽപ്പന സംബന്ധിച്ച ചെലവും പൊതുകെട്ടിടം സംബന്ധിച്ച് 
കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതായ പാട്ടമോ, 8 -ാം വകുപ്പു് ( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം നൽകേ 
ണ്ടതായ നഷ്ടപരിഹാരമോ 

5 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം വിധിച്ചു 
കൊടുത്തലവൊ വകയിൽ അതതുസംഗതിപോല ഗവണ്മെൻറിനോ തദ്ദേശാധി 
കാരസ്ഥാപനത്തിനോ കിട്ടേണ്ടായ തുക വല്ലതുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അതും, കിഴിച്ചതിനു 
ശേഷ്. കിട്ടുന്ന തുക ആയതിനു അർഹതയുണ്ടെന്ന് എസ്സററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനു 
തോന്നുന്ന ആൾക്കോ, ആളുകൾക്കോ നൽകേണ്ടതാണ്. 

എന്നാൽ, എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും, ബാക്കിത്തുക ഏത് ആൾക്കോ ആളുകൾക്കോ 
ആണ് നൽകേണ്ടതെന്നോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ആയത് എങ്ങനെ വീതിക്കണമെന്നാ 
തീരുമാനിക്കാൻ സാധിക്കാത്തപക്ഷം, അദ്ദേഹത്തിനും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള തക്കം ത 
അധികാരമുള്ള സിവിൽക്കോടതിയുടെ അഭിപ്രായത്തിനായി അയച്ചുകൊടുക്കാവുന്നതും 
അതിന്മേൽ കോടതി എടുക്കുന്ന തീരുമാനം അവസാനത്തേതായിരിക്കുന്നതുമാണു്. 

7. നഷ്ടപരിഹാരം കൊടുക്കുന്നതിനും അനധികൃത കെ വ ശ മ ാ ര നു ഉള്ള 
ബാദ്ധ്യത . - ഏതെങ്കിലും. 

പൊതുകെട്ടിടത്തി ൻറ അനധികൃത കൈവശക്കാരനോ, 
അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും സമയത്തും അനധികൃതകൈവശക്കാരനായിരുന്നവനോ 
ആയ ഏതൊരാളും അങ്ങനെ കെട്ടിടം കൈവശം വച്ചിരുന്ന മുഴുവൻ കാലത്തേക്കും 
അങ്ങനെയുള്ള കെട്ടിടം ഉപയോഗിക്കുകയും കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുകയും ചെയ്തതു നിമിത്തം 
ഉണ്ടായതും, നഷ്ടപരിഹാരം തിട്ടപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതു സംബന്ധിച്ച് നിന്നയിക്കപ്പെടാ 
വുന്ന തത്വങ്ങളനുസരിച്ച്, എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ തിട്ടപ്പെടുത്താവുന്നതുമായ നഷ്ട 
പരിഹാരം നൽകാൻ ബാദ്ധ്യസ്ഥനായിരിക്കുന്നതാണു . 

8. പൊതുകെട്ടിടങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ചുള്ള പാട്ടവും നഷ്ടപരിഹാരവും. വസൂലം 
ക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള അധികാരം.- (1 ) :ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ, ഏതെങ്കിലും പൊതുകെട്ടിടം 
സംബന്ധിച്ച് കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതായ പാട്ടകുടിശ്ശിക വരുത്തിയിട്ടുള്ളപക്ഷം എസ്റ്റേറ 
ദ്യോഗസ്ഥനു” ഉത്തരവുമൂലം ആ ഉത്തരവിൽ പ്രത്യേകം പറയാവുന്ന സമയത്തി 
ള്ളിലും തവണകളിലുമായി ആയതു് അടയ്ക്കുവാൻ ആ ആളോട് ആവശ്യപ്പെടാവുന്ന 


താണു , 


( 2) , ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ 7 -ാം വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം നഷ്ടപരിഹാരം കൊടുക്കാൻ 
ബാദ്ധ്യസ്ഥനായിട്ടുള്ളപകം, എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനുംഉത്തരവുമൂലം ആ ഉത്തരവിൽ 
പ്രത്യേകം പറയാവുന്ന സമയത്തിനുള്ളിലും തവണകളിലുമായി അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ന 
പരിഹാരം കൊടുക്കുവാൻ ആ ആളോട് ആവശ്യപ്പെടാവുന്നതാണു . 

(3) ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾക്കെതിരായി (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പോ, ( 2) Cം ഉപ 
വകുപ്പോ പ്രകാരമുള്ള യാതൊരു ഉത്തരവും, എന്തുകൊണ്ടും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ഉത്തരവ് 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൂടാ എന്നുള്ളതിനു നോട്ടീസിൽ പറയാവുന്ന സമയത്തിനുള്ളിൽ 
കാരണം കാണിക്കുന്നതിനും അയാളോടാവശ്യപ്പെടുന്ന രേഖാമൂലമായ ഒരു നോട്ടീസ് 
നതകകയും അയാൾക് ആക്ഷേപങ്ങൾ വല്ലതുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ 

അവയും അവയ 
ഉപോൽബലകമായി അയാൾ ഹാജരാക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു തെളിവും എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗ 
സ്ഥൻ പരിഗണിക്കുകയും ചെയ്തതിനുശേഷമല്ലാതെ പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുവാൻ പാടുള്ള 
തല്ല . 
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അന 


10. " 


9. എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്മാരുടെ അധികാരം -എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും താഴ 
പ്പറയുന്ന കാര്യങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച് ഈ ആക്റപ്രകാരമുള്ള ഏതൊരു 
ഷണവിചാരണയും നടത്തുന്നതിനും 1908 - ലെ സിവിൽ നടപടി നിയമ (1908- ലെ 5 ) 
പ്രകാരം 

സിവിൽ കോടതിയിൽ നിക്ഷിപ്തമായിട്ടുള്ള അതേ അധികാരങ്ങൾ 
ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്, അതായതു്: 

( എ ) ഏതൊരാളെയും സമൻസയച്ചു വരുത്തുകയും അയാൾ ഹാജരാകണ 
മെന്നും നിർബ്ബന്ധിക്കുകയും അയാളെ സത്യപ്രതിജ്ഞയിന്മേൽ വിസ്മരിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യൽ, 

( ബി ) രേഖകൾ കണ്ടുപിടിച്ച് ഹാജരാക്കുവാൻ ആവശ്യപ്പെടൽ, 
( സി ) നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെടാവുന്ന മറേറതെങ്കിലും സംഗതി. 

അപ്പീലുകൾ - (1) ഏതെങ്കിലും പൊതുകെട്ടിടം സംബന്ധിച്ച് എസ്റ്റേറ 
ദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ 5 -ാം വകുപ്പോ, 8 -ാം വകുപ്പോ പ്രകാരം പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്ന ഏതൊര 
ഉത്തരവിന്മേലം, പൊതുകെട്ടിടം സ്ഥിതി ചെയ്യുന്ന ഡിസ്റ്റിക ° ററിലെ ഡിസ്ട്രിക്റ 
ജഢിയോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഈ ആവശ്യാം ഡിസ്ട്രിക്റ്റ്ജഡ്മി നിശ്ചയിക്കാവുന്ന 
ആ ഡിസ്ട്രിക്ററിലെ സബോർഡിനേററ്റ് ജഡ്മിയുടെ പദവിയിൽ താഴെയല്ലാത്ത 
മാറ് നീതിന്യായഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ ആയ അപ്പീൽ ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ അടുക്ക 
അപ്പീൽ സ്വീകാര്യമായിരിക്കുന്നതാകുന്നു. 

(2 ) (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുള്ള അപ്പീൽ - 

( എ ) 5 -ാം വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുള്ള ഒരുത്തരവിന്മേലുള്ള അപ്പീലിന്റെ സംഗ 
തിയിൽ, ആ വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം ഉത്തരവും പരസ്യപ്പെടുന്ന 
തീയതി മുതൽ പതിനഞ്ച് ദിവസത്തിനകവും, 

( ബി ) 8 -ാം വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും ഉത്തരവിന്മേലുള്ള അപ്പീ 
ലിന്റെ സംഗതിയിൽ, ഉത്തരവു് അപ്പീലന്യായക്കാരനു എത്തിച്ചുകൊടുക്കുന്ന 
തീയതി മുതൽ പതിനഞ്ചു ദിവസത്തിനകവും ബോധിപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

എന്നാൽ യഥാസമയം അപ്പീൽ ബോധിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും മതിയായ 
കാരണത്താൽ അപ്പീലന്യായക്കാരൻ തടയപ്പെട്ടുവെന്നു” അപ്പീലുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്, 
ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെടുന്നപക്ഷം, പ്രസ്തുത കാലാവധിയായ് പതിനഞ്ചുദിവസം കഴിഞ്ഞതിന 
ശേഷവും അപ്പീൽ സ്വീകരിക്കാവുന്നതാണു . 

(3) എസ്റ്റേറ്റ് ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്റെ ഉത്തരവിമേൽ അപ്പീൽ ബോധിപ്പിക്കുന്ന 
പക്ഷം, അപ്പീലുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനു, ആ ഉത്തരവ് നടപ്പാക്കുന്നത് യുക്തമെന്നു തോന്നുന്ന 
കാലത്തേയ്ക്കും വ്യവസ്ഥകളിന്മേലും നിറുത്തിവയ്ക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 

::(4) അപ്പീലുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ, ഈ വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുള്ളഏതൊരു അപ്പീലും കഴി 
യുന്നതും വേഗത്തിൽ തീർപ്പാക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 
---- -- (5) ഈ വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുള്ള ഏതൊരു അപ്പീലിയുംചെലവും അപ്പീലു 
ദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻറ വിവേചനാധികാരമനുസരിച്ച് ആയിരിക്കുന്നതാണു്. 
-1 ( 11, . വിവരം ശേഖരിക്കുവാനുള്ള അധികാരം. - തെങ്കിലും ആളുകൾ ഏതെ 
ങ്കിലും പൊതുകെട്ടിടം അനധികൃതമായി കൈവശം വച്ചുകൊണ്ടിരിക്കുകയാണെന്നു 
എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും വിശ്വസിക്കാൻ ന്യായമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ 
ഈ ആവശ്യാ . അദ്ദേഹം അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തിയ മറേറതെങ്കിലും ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ 
ആ ആളുകളോടോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ പൊതുകെട്ടിടം 

വച്ചുകൊണ്ടിരിക്കുന്ന 
ആളുകളുടെ പേരും മറ്റു വിവരങ്ങളും സംബന്ധിച്ച അറിവുണ്ടെന്ന് അദ്ദേഹത്തിനും 
വിശ്വസിക്കാൻ ന്യായമുള്ളമറേറതെങ്കിലും ആളോടോ അതനയിൽ പറയാവുന്ന 
സമയത്തിനുള്ളിൽ അങ്ങനെയുള്ള വിവരം നൽകുന്നതിനാവശ്യപ്പെടാവുന്നതും, അപ്ര 

അതനുസരിച്ച് 
അങ്ങനെയുള്ളഏതൊരാളും 
ഏതാളോടാവശ്യപ്പെടുന്നുവോ 
തന്റെ കൈവശമുള്ള വിവരം നൽകുന്നതിനും ബാദ്ധ്യസ്ഥനായിരിക്കുന്നതുമാണ്. 


കൈവശം 


കാരം 


6 


വാടക 


12 , 

അവകാശികളുടേയും നിയമാനുസൃത പ്രതിനിധികളുടേയും ബാദ്ധ്യത - 
1. ( എ ) വാടകകടിശ്ശിക നിർണ്ണയിക്കുന്നതിനോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 

( ബി ) നഷ്ടപരിഹാരം തിട്ടപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനോ ആയിആക്കെതിരായി ഈ 
ആക്റപ്രകാരം നടപടി എടുക്കേണ്ടതായിട്ടിരിയ്ക്കയോ, നടപടി എടുത്തിരിക്കു 
കയോ ചെയ്യുന്നുവോ അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ നടപടി എടുക്കുന്നതിനു 
മുമ്പോ, നടപടി തീർപ്പാകാതെ നിലവിലിരിക്കുമ്പോഴോ മരിക്കുന്നപക്ഷം അയാ 
ളുടെ അവകാശികൾക്കോ നിയമാനുസൃത പ്രതിനിധികൾക്കോ എതിരായി അതു 
സംഗതിപോലെ , നടപടി എടുക്കുകയോ തുടരുകയോ ചെയ്യാവുന്നതാണു്. 

( 2) അതതുസംഗതിപോലെ ഗവണ്മെൻറിനോ, ഏതെങ്കിലും തദ്ദേശാധികാര 
സ്ഥാപനത്തിനോ ഏതെങ്കിലും ആളിൽനിന്നും വാടകകുടിശ്ശികയായിട്ടോ, നഷ 
പരിഹാരമായിട്ടോ. ചെലവിനത്തിലോ കിട്ടേണ്ടതായ ഏതൊരു തുകയും അയാ 
ളുടെ മരണത്തിനുശേഷം അയാളുടെ അവകാശികളോ, നിയമാനുസൃതപ്രതിനിധി 
കളോ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതും, എന്നാൽ അവരുടെ ബാദ്ധ്യത മരിച്ചയാളിൽനിന്നും അവക്കും 
ലഭിച്ച ആസ്തി എത്രയാണോ അത്രത്തോളം ആയിരിക്കേണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു. 
13, മുതലായവ 

ഭൂമിയിന്മേലുള്ള പൊതുനികുതിക്കുടിശ്ശികയെന്ന 
പോലെ വസൂലാക്കണമെന്നു .- ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ 8 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപ 
വകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരം കൊടുക്കേണ്ട വാടകക്കുടിശ്ശികയോ ആ വകുപ്പിലെ രണ്ടാം ഉപ 
വകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരം കൊടുക്കേണ്ട നഷ്ടപരിഹാരമോ (10) -ാം വകുപ്പു് (5 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പ് 
പ്രകാരം അതതുസംഗതിപോലെ ഗവണ്മെൻറിനോ ഒരു തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥാപന 
ത്തിനോ വിധിച്ചുകൊടുത്തിട്ടുള്ള ചെലവോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ അങ്ങനെയുള്ള വാടകയു 
ടെയോ. നഷ്ടപരിഹാരത്തിന്റെയോ ചെലവിൻറയോ 

ഏതെങ്കിലും 
അതു സംബന്ധിച്ച , ഉത്തരവിൽ അതിന്നായി പ്രത്യേകം പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കാവുന്ന 
കാല . വല്ലതുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അതിനകം കൊടുക്കാൻ വിസമ്മതിക്കുകയോ വീഴ്ച വരു 
ത്തുകയോ ചെയ്യുകയാണെങ്കിൽ, എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ പൊതുകെട്ടിടം ഏതു ജില്ല 
യിൽ സ്ഥിതിചെയ്യുന്നുവോ ആ ജില്ലയിലെ കളക്ററ് , കിട്ടേണ്ടതായ തുകയുള്ള 
ഒരു സർട്ടിഫിക്കററ്റ് നൽകാവുന്നതും, കളക്ററർ - അതിനു ശേഷം അതു ! ഭൂമി 
യിന്മേലുള്ള പൊതുനികുതിക്കുടിശ്ശികയെന്നപോലെ വസൂലാക്കാൻ നടപടിയെടു 
ക്കേണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു. 

14. വസൂലാക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള കൂടുതൽ രീതികൾ. - 13 -ാം വകുപ്പിൽപ്പറഞ്ഞി 
ട്ടുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും തുക കൊടുക്കുന്നതിനും വിസമ്മതിക്കുകയോ, വീഴ്ചവരുത്തുകയോ 
ചെയ്യു ന്ന ആൾ , ഏതെങ്കിലും ശമ്പളം ലഭിക്കുന്നുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ, എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗ 
സ്ഥൻ പ്രസ്തുത വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം കളക ° ററ ° സർട്ടിഫിക്കറ്റ് കൊടുത്തിട്ടുണ്ടെന്നി 
രുന്നാലും ശമ്പളം കൊടുക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരാളോടും അത്ഥന, ചെയ്യുന്ന ദിവസത്തിനു 
ശേഷം കൊടുക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു ശമ്പളത്തിൽനിന്നു . അത്ഥനയിൽ പ്രത്യേകം പറ 
ഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു തുകയോ, അതിന്റെ ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭാഗമോ കിഴിക്കുവാൻ 
ആവശ്യപ്പെടാവുന്നതും, അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ആൾ അങ്ങനെയുള്ളഏതൊരു അർത്ഥനയും 
അനുസരിച്ച് നടക്കേണ്ടതും, അങ്ങനെ കിഴിക്കുന്ന തുക അതതു സംഗതിപോലെ 
ഗവണ്മെൻറിലേക്കോ തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥാപനത്തിലേക്കോ വരവുപിടിക്കേണ്ടത 
മാണു്: 


ഭാഗമാ 


എന്നാൽ, 1908 - ലെ സിവിൽ നടപടിനിയമം (1908 - ലെ 5 ) 60 -ാം വകുപ്പു 
പ്രകാരം സിവിൽ കോടതിയുടെ വിധി നടത്തുമ്പോൾ ഒപ്പിയിൽ നിന്നും ഒഴിവാ 
കപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുള്ള ശമ്പളത്തിന്റെ ഏതൊരു ഭാഗവും ഈ വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുള്ള അർത്ഥന 
യില് നിന്നും ഒഴിവാക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 


1 


സം ബ 


വിശദീകരണം.-- ഈ വകുപ്പിന്റെ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കായി ശമ്പളം എന്നതിൽ 
(1) വേതനവും, 
( ii ) ഏതൊരു വർഷാശനമോ, പെൻഷനോ അതും. 
(iii) , ഏതൊരു ഗ്രാറ്റുവിററിയും, 

(iv) ഏതെങ്കിലും ശമ്പളത്തിനോ, വേതനത്തിനോ പകരമായാ, പുറമേ 
യായോ നൽകുന്ന ഏതെങ്കിലും ഫീസോ കമ്മീഷനോ ഓണറേറിയമോ അല്ലെ 
ങ്കിൽ ലാഭമോ അതും; 

( v ) ഏതൊരു മുൻകൂർ ശമ്പളവും, ഉൾപ്പെടുന്നതാണ്. 
15, ഉത്തരവും അവസാനത്തേതായിരിക്കുമെന്ന്. - ഈ ആക്ററിൽ മറ്റുവിധ 
ത്തിൽ സ്പഷ്ടമായി പറഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്ന പ്രകാരമൊഴികെ ഈ ആക്റപ്രകാരം ഒരു 
എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ, അപ്പീലുദ്യോഗസ്ഥനോ പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു ഉത്ത 
രവും അവസാനത്തേതായിരിക്കുന്നതും, യാതൊരു വ്യവഹാരത്തിലോ അപേക്ഷ 
യിലോ വിധി നടത്തൽ നടപടിയിലോ ചോദ്യം ചെയ്യാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതും, ഈ 
ആക്റ്ററുമൂലമോ ആക്ററുപ്രകാരമോ നൽകപ്പെട്ട ഏതെങ്കിലും അധികാരമനസ 
രിച്ചു എടുത്തതോ എടക്കണ്ടതോ ആയി ഏതെങ്കിലും പ്രവൃത്തി 
ന്ധിച്ച് യാതൊരു കോടതിയോ മററധികാരസ്ഥനോ യാതൊരു നിരോധനമ 
രവും പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുവാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതുമാകുന്നു. 
16 . 

കുററങ്ങളും ശിക്ഷകളം.- (1) ഈ ആക°ററപ്രകാരംഏതെങ്കിലും ആളെ 
പൊതുകെട്ടിടത്തിൽനിന്നും ഒഴിപ്പിച്ചതിനുശേഷവും അയാൾ വീണ്ടും അനധികൃത 
മായി ആ കെട്ടിടം കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുകയാണെങ്കിൽ അയാൾക്കു ഒരുവർഷത്തോളം വരാ 
വുന്ന കാലത്തേയ്ക്കുള്ള തടവോ ആയിരം രൂപയോളം വരാവുന്ന പിഴയോഅല്ലെങ്കിൽ 
രണ്ടും കൂടിയതോ ആയ ശിക്ഷ നൽകേണ്ടതാകുന്നു. 

( 2) (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം ഒരാളുടെമേൽ കുററം സ്ഥാപിക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു 
മജിസ്ട്രേട്ടിനും ആ ആളെ സമരിയായി ഒഴിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന് ഉത്തരവ് പുറപ്പെടു 
വിക്കാവുന്നതും, ഈ , ആക്ററു പ്രകാരം അയാൾക്കെതിരായി എടുക്കാവുന്നമറ 
തെങ്കിലും നടപടികൾക്കുള്ള ദൂഷ്യം കൂടാതെ അങ്ങനെ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കപ്പെടുന്നതിന് അയാൾ 
വിധേയനായിരിക്കുന്നതുമാണു്. 

(3) ഒരാൾ ന്യായമായ കാരണമോ ഒഴികഴിവോ കൂടാതെ 14ാം വകുപ്പിൽ 
ആവശ്യപ്പെട്ടപ്രകാരമുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും തുക കിഴിച്ച് കൊടുക്കാൻ വീഴ്ചവരുത്ത 
കയാണെങ്കിൽ, അയാൾക്കും വീ ഴ തുടരുന്ന ഏതൊരു ദിവസം പത്തു രൂപ 
യോളം വരാവുന്ന പിഴശിക്ഷ നൽകേണ്ടതാകുന്നു. 

(4 ) പൊതുകെട്ടിടം ഏതു ഡിസ്ട്രിക്ററിൽ സ്ഥിതിചെയ്യുന്നുവോ ആ 
ഡിസ്ട്രിക്ററിലെ കളക്ററരുടെ ആവശ്യപ്രകാരമല്ലാതെ 3 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാര 
മുള്ള ഒരു കുററത്തിനും ഒരാൾക്കെതിരായി നടപടിയെടുക്കാൻ പാടുള്ളതല്ല . 

( 5 ) കളക്റാർക്കും ഒന്നുകിൽ നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിക്കുന്നതിനു മുൻപോ 
അല്ലെങ്കിൽ അതിനുശേഷമോ 3 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ പറഞ്ഞ കുററം രാജിയാക്കാവുന്ന 
താണു . . . . . . 

17. ഉത്തമവിശ്വാസ്യമായി ചെയ്ത പ്രവൃത്തിക്കും സംരക്ഷണം.- ഈ ആക്ടേം 
അതുപ്രകാരമുണ്ടാക്കിയ ഏതെങ്കിലും ചട്ടമോ ഉത്തരവോ അനുസരിച്ച് ഉത്തമ 
വിശ്വാസ്യമായി ചെയ്തതോ, ചെയ്യാനുദ്ദേശിച്ചതോആയ യാതൊരു കാര്യത്തിനും 
ഗവണ്മെന്റിന്റെയോ തദ്ദേശാധികാരസ്ഥാപനത്തിന്റെയാ അപ്പീലുദ്യോഗ 
സ്ഥൻറയോ, എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻറയോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ മറേറതെങ്കിലും ഉദ്യോഗ 
സ്ഥന്റെയോ പേരിൽ യാതൊരു വ്യവഹാരമോ, ശിക്ഷാനടപടിയോ മററെ നിയമാ 
സൃതനടപടിയോ സ്വീകാര്യമായിരിക്കുന്നതല്ല , 
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ടിപ്പിക്കാം. 


18 . 

ചട്ടങ്ങളുണ്ടാക്കുവാനുള്ള അധികാരം , - (1 ) ഗവണ്മെൻറിനു , ഈ 
ആക്ററിന്റെ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾ നിറവേററാൻ ഗസററിൽ 

പരസ്യമൂലം- ചട്ടങ്ങൾ 
ഉണ്ടാക്കാവുന്നതാണു്. 

( 2) പ്രത്യേകിച്ചും, മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ അധികാരത്തിന്റെ സാമാന്യതയും ദൂഷ്യം 
കൂടാതെയും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന എല്ലാ കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കുമോ 
അഥവാ, അവയിൽ ഏതെങ്കിലും കാര്യത്തിനോ വ്യവസ്ഥചെയ്യാവുന്നതാണു്. 
അതായതു : 

( എ ) ഈ കറവപ്രകാരം കൊടുക്കാനാവശ്യപ്പെടുന്നതോ, കൊടുക്കാൻ 
അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തപ്പെട്ടതോ ആയ ഏതെങ്കിലും നോട്ടീസിൻറ ഫോറവും അതു 
നടത്തേണ്ടുന്ന വിധവും, 

( ബി ) ഈ ആക° റവുപ്രകാരം :അന്വേഷണവിചാരണ നടത്തൽ, 

( സി ) എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്മാക് ജോലി വീതിച്ചുകൊടുക്കുകയും നീക്കി. 
വയ്ക്കുകയും ഒരു എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ മുമ്പാകെ തീർപ്പാകാതെ നിലവിലിരി. 
ക്കുന്ന ഏതെങ്കിലും നടപടികൾ മറെറാരു എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്റെ അടുക്കലേയ്ക്ക് 
മാറ്റുകയും ചെയ്യൽ, 

( ഡി ) പൊതുകെട്ടിടങ്ങൾ കൈവശപ്പെടുത്തുമ്പോൾ അനുസരിക്കേണ്ട നട 
പടിക്രമം, 

( ഈ അനധികൃതമായി കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുന്നതു നിമിത്തമുണ്ടാകുന്ന നഷ്ടപരി 
ഹാരം തിട്ടപ്പെടുത്തുന്ന വിധവും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള നഷ്ടപരിഹാരം തിട്ടപ്പെടുത്തുന്ന 
തിനും കണക്കിലെടുക്കാവുന്ന തത്വങ്ങളും, 

(എഫ്) അപ്പീലുകൾ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടുന്ന വിധവും അപ്പീലുകളിൽ സ്വീകരി 
ക്കേണ്ടുന്ന നടപടിക്രമവും, 

( ജി ) ആക്റുപ്രകാരം നിർണ്ണയിക്കേണ്ടതോ, നിണ്ണയിക്കാവുന്നതോ ആയ 
മറേറതെങ്കിലും സംഗതി, 

(3 ) ഈ വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുണ്ടാക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു ചട്ടവും അതുണ്ടാക്കിയതിനു 
ശേഷം കഴിയുന്നത്രവേഗം, നിയമസഭ യോഗം ന്നിരിക്കുമ്പോൾ അതിൻറ 
മുമ്പാകെ ആകെ പതിനാലു ദിവസക്കാലത്തേക്കും അത് ഒരു സമ്മേളനത്തിലോ 
തുടർച്ചയായ രണ സമ്മേളനത്തിലോ പെടാം-വയ്യേണ്ടതും, അതു് അപ്രകാരം ഏതു 
സമ്മേളനത്തിൽ വയ്ക്കുന്നുവോ ആ സമ്മേളനമോ അതിനു തൊട്ടടുത്തുവരുന്ന സമ്മേ 
ളനമോ അവസാനിക്കുന്നതിനും മുമ്പ്, നിയമസഭ ഒന്നുകിൽ ആ ചട്ടത്തിൽ എന്താ 
കിലും ഭേദഗതി വരുത്തുകയോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ അമ്മ ഉണ്ടാക്കണ്ടതില്ലെന്നും തീരുമാ 
നിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യുകയാണെങ്കിൽ, ആ ചട്ടത്തിനു അതിനുശേഷം അതതുസംഗതി, 
പോലെ അങ്ങനെ ഭേദഗതിചെയ്തരൂപത്തിൽ മാത്രം പ്രാബല്യമുണ്ടായിരിക്കുകയോ 
അഥവാ യാതൊരു പ്രാബല്യവുമില്ലാതിരിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്നതുമാണ്. എന്നിരു 
ന്നാലും, അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭേദഗതിയോ റദ്ദാക്കലോ ആ ചട്ടപ്രകാരം 
നേരത്തെ ചെയ്തു യാതാന്നിൻറയും സാധുതയ ദൂഷ്യം വരുത്താത്തവിധത്തിലായി 
രിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു. 


ഉദ്ദേശകാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവരണം. 
ഗവണ്മെൻറുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്മാരെ പാട്ടക്കാത്തും എഴുതികൊടുത്തശേഷം ഗവണ്മെൻറു 
കെട്ടിടങ്ങളിൽ താമസിക്കുന്നതിനായി അനുവദിച്ചുവരുന്നു . പാ ട്ട ക ാ ര ൻ 
സ്ഥലംമാററപ്പെടുകയോ, പെൻഷൻപററി പിരിയുകയോഅല്ലെങ്കിൽ പാട്ടക്കാരനും 
ഗസററഡ് തസ്തികയിലേക്ക്ഉദ്യോഗക്കയറ്റം ലഭിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യുമ്പോൾ , മാററം 
ആകുകയോ പെൻഷൻപററി പിരിയുകയോഅല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഉദ്യോഗക്കയററം ലഭിക്കു 
കയോചെയും ഒരു മാസത്തിനകം കെട്ടിടം ഒഴിഞ്ഞു കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്നും, ചീഫ് 
എൻജിനീയരുടെയോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഗവണ്മെൻറിൻറയോ അംഗീകാരത്തോടുകൂടി 
പരമാവധി ആറുമാസംവരെ പാട്ടക്കാരൻ , കെട്ടിടം കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുന്നതു 

തുടരാ 
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വുന്നതാണെന്നും, പാട്ടിച്ചാത്തിൽ ഒരു പ്രത്യേകവ്യവസ്ഥ ഉണ്ട്. 
അങ്ങനെയുള്ളവ്യവസ്ഥ ഉണ്ടായിരുന്നിട്ടുകൂടി പാട്ടച്ചാത്തമൂലമോ അതുപ്രകാരമോ 

പാട്ടിച്ചാത്തിൽ 
അനുവദിച്ചിട്ടുള്ള കാലാവധിക്കുശേഷവും ആളുകൾ ഗവണ്മെന്റ് ക്വാർട്ടേഴ് 
aഴിഞ്ഞുകൊടുക്കാൻ വിസമ്മതിക്കുന്ന 

സംഭവങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടായിട്ടുണ്ട്. ഇപ്പോൾ ഗവ 
ഞെണ്മെൻറിനും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ആളുകളെ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനും സ്വീകരിക്കാവുന്ന ഒരേ 
മാറ്റം സിവിൽക്കോടതികളെ അഭയം പ്രാപിക്കുക എന്നതു മാത്രമാണ്. 

2 , സിവിൽക്കോടതികൾ മുഖേന അനധികൃത കൈവശക്കാരെ ഒഴിപ്പ് 
ന്നതിൽ അനുഭവപ്പെടുന്ന ബുദ്ധിമുട്ടുകളും 

ിപ്പിക്കു 
കാലതാമസവും 

പരിഗണിക്കുമ്പോൾ 
സിവിൽക്കോടതികളെ അഭയം പ്രാപിക്കാതെതന്നെ അങ്ങനെയുള്ള അനധികൃത 

കൈവശക്കാരെ ഒഴിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനും തൽസംബന്ധമായ കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കും വേണ്ടി 
ചില ഗവണ്മെൻറുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്മാരെ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന് നിയമനിർമ്മാണം 
ആവശ്യമാണെന്നു കരുതുന്നു. 

3 , സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ വിവിധ തദ്ദേശാധികാര സ്ഥാപനങ്ങൾക്കും, അവയുടെ 
ജീവനക്കാരെ അവക്കു കൊടുത്തിട്ടുള്ള കെട്ടിടങ്ങളിൽ നിന്നും ഒഴിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന 
ഇതുപോലുള്ള പ്രയാസങ്ങൾ അനുഭവപ്പെടുന്നതായി ഗവണ്മെൻറിൻറ് ശ്രദ്ധയിൽ 
പ്പെട്ടിട്ടുണ്ട്. അതുകൊണ്ട് ഉദ്ദിഷ്ടനിയമം തദ്ദേശാധികാര സ്ഥാപനങ്ങളുടെ കെട്ടിട 
ങ്ങൾക്കും ബാധകമാക്കണമെന്നും കരുതുന്നു. 

4, ഈ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾ നിറവേററുവാനാണു ഈ ബില്ലുകൊണ്ടുദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നത്. 
ഏല്പിച്ചുകൊടുക്കപ്പെട്ട നിയമനിർമ്മാണം സംബന്ധിച്ച മൊമ്മോറാണ്ടം. 

ബില്ലിലെ 18 -ാം വകുപ്പു് ആക്ററിന്റെ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾ നിറവേറ്റുന്നതിന് 
ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുവാൻ ഗവണ്മെൻറിനെ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു. ഏതു കാര്യങ്ങൾ 
സംസന്ധിച്ച് ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കാമോ, ആ കാര്യങ്ങൾ, മററു സംഗതികളുടെ കൂട്ട 
ത്തിൽ താഴെപ്പറയുന്നവയാണു്. 

(1 ) ഈ ആക്റ്റുപ്രകാരം അന്വേഷണവിചാരണ നടത്തൽ, 

(ii) എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്മാക്കും ജോലി വീതിച്ചുകൊടുക്കുകയും നീക്കിവയ്ക്കു 
കയും ഒരു എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ മുമ്പാകെ തീർപ്പാകാതെ നിലവിലിരിക്കുന്ന 
ഏതെങ്കിലും നടപടി മറെറാരു എസ്റ്റേററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥന്റെ അടുക്കലേയ്ക്ക് മാറാറുകയും 
ചെയ്യൽ, 

(iii), പൊതുകെട്ടിടങ്ങൾ കൈവശപ്പെടുത്തുമ്പോൾ അനുസരിക്കേണ്ട നടപടി 

(iv ) അനധികൃതമായി കൈവശം വയ്ക്കുന്നതുനിമിത്തമുണ്ടാകുന്ന നഷ്ടപരി 
ഹാര . തിട്ടപ്പെടുന്ന വിധവും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള നഷ്ടപരിഹാരം തിട്ടപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനു 
കണക്കിലെടുക്കാവുന്ന തത്വങ്ങളും, 

(v). അപ്പീലുകൾ കൊടുക്കേണ്ടുന്ന വിധവും അപ്പീലുകളിൽ സ്വീകരിക്കേ 
ണ്ടുന്ന നടപടിക്രമവും. 

കാര്യങ്ങളെ 
ഏതെല്ലാം 

സംബന്ധിച്ചു ചട്ടങ്ങാ 

ആ 

ഉണ്ടാക്കാമോ 
കാര്യങ്ങൾക്കും നടപടി 

സംബന്ധമായും രണപരമായും ളി സ്വഭാവമാണ 
അതിനുംപുറമേ, ചട്ടങ്ങൾ നിയമസഭയുടെ സൂക്ഷ്മപരിശോധനയ്ക്കു 
വിധേയമായിരിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യും. അങ്ങനെ ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള അധി 
കാരം സാധാരണ സ്വഭാവത്തോടു കൂടിയതാണു്. 

റവി . കെ . ദിവാകരൻ , 
( A true translation ) 

C. H.KUNHIRAMAN , 
Head Translator. 


கும் 


ള്ളതു്. 


G 6.3 


Kerala Gazette No. 34 dated 20th August 1968 . 
PART II 

കേരള നിയമസഭാ സെക്രട്ടറിയാറു 

പരസ്യം 
നമ്പർ 3476/എൽ.ഏ 7/ 68 , 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1968ജൂലൈ 12, 
കേരള നിയമസഭയുടെ നടപടിക്രമവും കാര്യനിർവ്വഹണവും സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 67 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാരം, താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ബിൽ ഉദ്ദേശകാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവ 
രണത്തോടു കൂടി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു. 

വി , പി . എൻ. നമ്പൂതിരി, 

സെക്രട്ടറി, 
6.ലജിസ്ലേററീവ് അസംബ്ലി. 


1968- ലെ കേരള പബ്ലിക് സർവ്വ സ ° ബിൽ. 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ കാര്യാദികളുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പബ്ലിക്ക് സർവ്വീസ 
കളിലേക്കുംഉദ്യോഗങ്ങളിലേക്കുംആളുകളെ ചേർക്കുന്നതും അങ്ങനെ നിയമിക്കപ്പെ 
ടുന്ന ആളുകളുടെ സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകളും ക്രമീകരിക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള ഒരു ബിൽ. 

പീടിക._കേരള സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ കാര്യാദികളുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പബ്ലിക്ക് 
സവ്വീസുകളിലേക്കുംഉദ്യോഗങ്ങളിലേയ്ക്കും ആളുകളെ ക്കുന്നതും, അങ്ങനെ നിയമി 
ക്കപ്പെടുന്ന ആളുകളുടെ സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകളും കേരളസംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെ ഒരു 
ആക്ററുമൂലം ക്രമീകരിക്കുന്നതു് ആവശ്യമാണെന്നു കരുതുന്നതിനാൽ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിൻറ പത്തൊമ്പതാം സംവത്സരത്തിൽ താഴെപ്പറയും 
പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു: - 
1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരു - ഈ ആക്ററിനു 

1968 - ലെ കേരള പബ്ളിക്കു 
സറീസും, ബിൽ എന്നും പേർ പറയാം. 
2. ആളെ ചേക്കുന്നതും സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകളും ക്രമീകരിക്കൽ.- (1) 

കേരള 
സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ കാര്യാദികളുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പബ്ളിക്കു സറീസുകളിലേക്കു . 
ഉദ്യോഗങ്ങളിലേക്കുംആളുകളെ ചേക്കുന്നതും അങ്ങനെ നിയമിക്കപ്പെടുന്ന ആളുകളുടെ 
സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകളും ക്രമീകരിക്കുന്നതിനും, ഗവണ്മെൻറിനു് ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കാവ 
ന്നതാണു്. 

(2) ഈ വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്ന ഏതൊരു ചട്ടവം, അതു് ഉണ്ടാക്കിയ 
തിനുശേഷം കഴിയുന്നത്രവേഗം, നിയമസഭ യോഗം ചേന്നിരിക്കുമ്പോൾ , അതിൻറ 
മുമ്പാകെആകെ പതിന്നാലുദിവസക്കാലത്തേക്കും - അതും ഒരു സമ്മേളനത്തിലോ 
തുടർച്ചയായ രണ്ടു സംമ്മേളനത്തിലോ പെടാം - വയ്യേണ്ടതും, അതു് അപ്രകാരം ഏത് 
സമ്മേളനത്തിൽ വയ്യുന്നവാ ആ സമ്മേളനമാ 

അ തിനു 

തൊട്ടടുത്തുവരുന്ന 
സമ്മേളനമോ അവസാനിക്കുന്നതിനു മുമ്പ്, നിയമസഭ ആ ചട്ടം ഒന്നുകിൽ ഭേദഗതി 
ചെയ്യണമെന്നോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ റദ്ദാക്കണമെന്നോ തീരുമാനിക്കുന്നപക്ഷം, ചട്ടത്തിനു 
അതിനുശേഷം അതതു 

സംഗതിപോലെ , അങ്ങനെ ഭേദപ്പെടുത്തിയ രൂപത്തിൽ 
മാത്രം പ്രാബല്യമുണ്ടായിരിക്കുകയോ അഥവാ യാതൊരു പ്രാബല്യവുമില്ലാതിരിക്ക 
കയോചെയ്യുന്നതുമാണു ; എന്നിരിന്നാലും അങ്ങനെയുള്ള ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭേദഗതിയോ 
റദ്ദാക്കലോ ആ ചട്ടപ്രകാരം നേരത്തെചെയ്തയാതൊന്നിന്റെയും സാധുത ദൂഷ്യം 
വരുത്താത്തവിധത്തിലായിരിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു. 
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3. നിലവിലുള്ളചട്ടങ്ങൾ തുടന്നു പോരൽ. - കേരളസംസ്ഥാനത്തെ കാര്യാദിക 
ളുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പബ്ലിക് സർവീസുകളിലേക്കും ഉദ്യോഗങ്ങളിലേക്കും ആളുകളെ 

ന്നതും അങ്ങനെ നിയമിക്കപ്പെടുന്ന ആളുകളുടെ സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകളും ക്രമീ 
കരിക്കുന്നതിനും, ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടന , 309 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ ക്ലിപ്പൂനിബന്ധന 
പ്രകാരം ഉണ്ടാക്കിയിട്ടുള്ളതും, ഈ ആക്റ്റ് നടപ്പായിവരുന്നതിനു തൊട്ടുമുമ്പ് 
പ്രാബല്യത്തിലിരിക്കുന്നതുമായ എല്ല ചട്ടങ്ങളും, അങ്ങനെയുള്ള . ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാ 
ക്കിയ തീയതിയിൽ ഈ ആക്റ്റ് പ്രാബല്യത്തിലുണ്ടായിരുന്നാലെന്നപോലെ , ഈ 
ആക° ററു പ്രകാരം ഉണ്ടാക്കിയതായി കരുതേണ്ടതും ഈ ആക്ററുപ്രകാരം ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്ന് 
ഏതെങ്കിലും ചട്ടങ്ങൾമൂലം റദ്ദാക്കുന്നതുവരെ പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ തുടന്നു പോരുന്നതു 
മാകുന്നു. 


ഉദ്ദേശകാരണങ്ങളുടെ വിവരണം 
സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ കാര്യാദികളുമായിബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പബ്ലിക്ക ° സർവ്വീസുകളിലേക്കും 
ഉദ്യാഗങ്ങളിലേക്കും ആളുകളെ പേർക്കു ന്നതും അങ്ങനെ നിയമിക്കപ്പെടുന്ന ആളുക 
ളുടെ സേവന വ്യവസ്ഥകളും തക്ക നിയമസഭ പാസ്സാക്കുന്ന ആക്ററുകൾമൂലം 
ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഭരണഘടനയുടെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾക്കും വിധേയമായി ക്രമീകരിക്കാവുന്നതാ 
ണെന്നുംഭരണഘടനയുടെ 309 -ാം വകുപ്പ് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നു. എന്നാൽ അങ്ങനെ 
യുള്ള യാതൊരു ,ആക്ററും സംസ്ഥാനത്ത് ഏർപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടില്ല . ഭരണ 
ഘടനയുടെ 309 –ാം വകുപ്പിലെ ക്ലിപ്ത നിബന്ധനപ്രകാരം ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കു 
കയായിരുന്നു ഇതുവരെയുള്ളപതിവു്. എന്നാൽ ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങൾ നിയമസഭയുടെ സൂക്ഷ 
പരിശോധനയ്ക്കു വിധേയമല്ല സം സ്ഥാനത്തെ കാര്യാദികളുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട 
പബ്ലിക് സർവ്വീസുകളിലേക്കുംഉദ്യോഗങ്ങളിലേക്കും നിയമിക്കപ്പെടുന്ന ആളുകളുടെ 
സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകൾ നിയന്ത്രിക്കുന്നതിനും നിയമസഭയുടെ സൂക്ഷ്മപരിശോധനയ്ക്കു 
വിധേയമായി ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള അധികാരം ഗവണ്മെൻറിനു നൽകി 
ക്കൊണ്ടും നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കേണ്ടതു ആവശ്യമാണെന്നു കരുതുന്നു. 

(2 ) മേൽപറഞ്ഞ ഉദ്ദേശം സാധിക്കുകയെന്നതാണ് ഈ ബില്ലുകൊണ്ടുദ്ദേശിച്ചി 
രിക്കുന്നതു്. 
ഏൽപ്പിച്ചുകൊടുക്കപ്പെട്ട നിയമനിർമ്മാണാധികാരം സംബന്ധിച്ച മെമ്മോറാണ്ടം 

ബില്ലിലെ 2 -ാം ഖണ്ഡം (1) -ാം ഉപഖണ്ഡം സംസ്ഥനത്തെ കാര്യാദികളു മായി 
ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട പബ്ളിക്കു സറീസുകളിലേക്കും ഉദ്യോഗങ്ങളിലേക്കും ആളുകളെ 
തിരഞ്ഞെടുക്കുന്നതും അങ്ങനെ നിയമിക്കപ്പെടുന്ന ആളുകളുടെ സേവനവ്യവസ്ഥകളും 
ക്രമീകരിക്കുന്നതിനും ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നതിനും ഗവണ്മെൻറിനു 

അധികാരം 
നൽകുന്നു. ചട്ടങ്ങൾ, നിയമസഭയുടെ സൂക്ഷ്മപരിശോധനയ്ക്കു വിധേയമായിരിക്കും: 
ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള അധികാരം അങ്ങനെ സാധാരണ സ്വഭാവത്തോടു 
കൂടിയതാണു്. 


ഈ . എം . എസ്. നമ്പൂതിരിപ്പാടും. 
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NOTIFICATION 
No. Ex, F3. 8500/68. 

12th August 1968 . 
Kerala Government Technical Examination May 1968 – Oral and 

Practical Examinations 
TYPEWRITING (ENGLISH ) LOWER AND HIGHER GRADES 

It is hereby notified that the Oral and practical Examinations in Type 
writing Lower and Higher Grades will be conducted as per the Time Table 
given below . Only those candidates who have been declared to have passed 
the Theory Test in the Examination held in May 1968 will be admitted for 
the Oral and Practical Examinations. 

Candidates should have with them their Admission Tickets during the 
time of the Examination . The Admission Tickets should be produced before 
the Practical Examiner or Chief Superintendents or any other competent 
authority as and when required . In case of loss of Admission Tickets the 
candidates should have with him at the time of the Examination a duplicate 
Admission Ticket issued from this Office by the Secretary to the Commissioner 
for Government Examinations. Chief Superintendents are not authorised to 
admit any candidate to the Examination without having the Admission Ticket 
( or Duplicate Admission Ticket) issued from this Office at the time of the 
Èxamination . Candidates should preserve the Admission Tickets untilthey 
receive their certificates after the results are published . 

No separate Admission Ticket will be issued for the Oral and Practical 
Examinations. The Admission Ticket already issued for the Theory Test or a 
Duplicate Admission Ticket issued for this purpose by the Secretary to the 
Commissioner for Government Examinations will be used for identification . 
No candidate without Admission Ticket or Duplicate Admission Ticket will 
be admitted to the Examination . 

Candidates will be examined at each centre in Batches. Batches will 
be formed only where the number of candidates in the centre justifies the 
necessity of Batches. Where the number of candidates of a particular centre 
has been split up in batches the candidates will take their Examination in the 
Serial Order of their Register Numbers. 

The Examination will not be postponed even if a holiday is declared on 
any of the days fixed for the Examination . 

No separate intimation will be given to the candidates and they are to 
be guided by this Notification . 

The time table given below will be strictly followed . 

Any candidate who does not behavc properly towards the Examiners or 
who is found to be in possession of any books, papers documents or Memo 
randa of any description or who is found giving assistance or information from 
or communicating in any way with other candidates during the time of the 
Examination will be expelled from the Examination Hall and further action 
will be taken against him for debarring him from appearing for any of the 

G. 271/J . 
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Examinations conducted by the Commissioner for Government Examinations 
for such time as the Commissioner deems fit. If it is proved at any time that 
the candidate had recourse to objectionable means during or before or after 
the Examination , his candidature for the Examination will be cancelled 
and further disciplinary action will be taken against him . 

The candidature of any candidate who commits or attempts to commit 
malpractice in the Examination or behaves in an unruly manner or violates 
any of the above rules will be cancelled and he may be further debarred from 
appearing for any of the Public Examinations conducted by this Office 
permanently or for a specific period according to the gravity of the offence as 
decided later. 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS 
1. The candidates should bring with them the particular kind of 
Machine they used while answering the Theory Test. Atleast every six 
candidates must have one Machine made available with them 

2. Candidates must bring with them the required materials for cleaning 
and oiling the Typewriter Machines and Stationery for Stencilling. 

3. Candidates must provide themselves with carbon papers and other 
statione.y articles required for answering the question on envelope addressing 
and taking carbon copies, if demanded by the Examiners. 

The duplicating Machines noted below have been approved for use in 
connection with the K. G. T. Examinations in Typewriting Higher Grade. 

1. Multor Hand Feed . 
2. R.R.R. No. 14 Hand Feed (old R. R. R. No. 11) 
3. Roneo No. 2 Hand Feed . 
4. Ronco No. 100 Self feeding . 
5. EllamsD1. Hand Feed . 
6. Ellams K. Self Feeding. 
7. Roto Rotary No. 8 Self Feeding . 
8. Gestner No. 3 Hand Feed . 
9. Gestner No. 6 Self Feeding . 
10. Gestner No. 26 of 66 Automatic . 
11. Roneo No. 10 Self Feeding. 
12. Multi Print Rotary Duplicator . 
13. Ellums Duplicator B. 19 Model. 
14. Copygraph Duplicator . 
15. Standard Model 7 Duplicator. 
16. Revathy Rotary Duplicator. 
17. Speed O Print Duplicator . 
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18. Duplex Self Inking Rotary Duplicator . 
19. Duplex Hand Operatce Hánd Feed Model Duplicator. 
20. Bilograph Rotary Duplicator. 
21, Duplomat Rotary Duplicator. 
22. Remington Rand Model - Model No. 52 Automatic Duplicator . 
23. Panther Duplicator, 
24. Kairalee Duplicator. 
25. Showeri Duplicator . 
26. Godrej Duplicator. 

The successful candidates will obtain their certificates from the respec 
tive Examination Centres where they took their Theory Test on production 
of their Admission Tickets within a fortnight after the publication of the final 
results. No scrutiny will be allowed for the Practical Test. 


Office of the Commissioner 
for Government Examinations, 

Trivandrum . 14 . 


V. NANUKUTTAN NAIR , 
Secretary to the Commissioner for 

Government Examinations.. 


K.G.T. Examination - May 1968 Practical Test 

TIME TABLE 


Total 
No. of 
candidates 


SI. TO Name of Centre 
No. 


Commencement of 
Examination on 

each day : 
at 8 a . m . 


No. of candidates 
to be tested on 


Register Numbers 

falling between 
Lower Higher 


each day 


Lower 


Higher 


Date 


To 


( 9 ) 


( 1) ( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 
1 Durga H. S., Kanhangad 29 
2 Govt. Training School for 157 

Men , Cannanore . 


(5 ) (6 ) ( 7 ) 
12 11-9-1968 Wednesday 29 
do . 

do . 39 
do . 

do . 

39 
do . 

do . 

39 

40 
71 do . 

do . 

37 
do . 

do . 

37 
do . 

38 
do . 

do . 38 
do . 

38 
9 do . 

do . 43 


2 
147 
347 
435 
580 
702 
803 


do . 


( 8 ) 
12 
15 
14 
14 
14 
15 
14 
14 
14 
14 

9 


do . 


(10 ) 
133 
345 
434 
579 
700 
801 
950 
1130 
1263 
1355 
1469 


(11) 

9 
158 
326 
476 
631 
705 
828 
913 
993 
1124 
1377 


(12 ) 
132 
300 
471 
615 
699 
822 
903 
994 
1122 
1352 
1472 


3 B.E.M. P. High School, 188 

Tellicherry 


do . 


952 


do . 


1132 
1266 
1358 


4 Government High School 43 

for Boys Quilandy 
5 Govt. Ganapath High 386 

Schoolfor Boys, 
Kozhikode 


14261585 


68 


do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do , 
do . 


48 
48 
48 
48 
48 
48 
49 
49 


9 
9 
9 
9 
8 
8 
8 
8 


1476 
1588 
1761 
1903 
2014 
2161 
2385 
2508 


1585 
1758 
1896 
2012 
2159 
2379 
2505 
2674 


1481 
1647 
1930 
2078 
2217 
2317 
2513 
2559 


1644 
1886 
2060 
2209 
2292 
2512 
2541 
2671 


do . 
do . 


do . 


20 


2681 


2680 


do . 


49 


2831 


2829 


do. 


49 


20 


6 Govt. High School 

Manjeri 
.7 B. E. M.High School, 

Palghat 


161 


24 


64 


51 


95 


53 


8 High School, Shoranur 
9 Govt. High School for 

Boys, Kunnamkulam 
10 Model High School for 

Boys, Trichur 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


315 


*76 


do . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do , 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


54 
54 
53 
32 
32 
31 
32 
32 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
54 
53 
443 
44 
45 
54 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
38 
38 
38 


8 2836 
8 2977 
8 3131 
25 3294 
26 3379 
18 3477 
18 3591 
17 

3694 
10 3808 
11 3934 
11 4134 
11 4222 
11 4342 
11 4470 
11 4587 
15 
16 4868 
11 5108 
10 5211 
10 

5308 
22 5396 
18 

5589 
18 5743 
18 5875 
18 6007 
18 6165 
18 6265 
18 
17 6517 
17 
17 6823 


2864 
3010 
3173 
3300 
3402 
3476 
3617 
3705 
3823 
3862 
3944 
4052 
4170 
4304 
4529 
4715 
4892 
5124 
5217 


2974 
3129 
3287 
3378 
3468 
3589 
3682 
3804 
3931 
4133 
4221 
4339 
4467 
4585 
4688 
4861 
5093 
5209 
5306 
5393 
5586 
5742 
5871 
6002 
6164 
6264 
6402 
6507 
6696 
6822 
6910 


3007 
3157 
3281 
3395 
3474 
3615 
3704 
3794 
3858 
3940 
4040 
4147 
4303 
4515 
4703 
4881 
5078 
5216 
5321 
5383 
5571 
5795 
5969 
6151 
6318 
6369 
6455 
6636 
6709 
6770 
6919 


4721 


5324 


11 Govt. High School for 107 

Boys, Irinjalakuda 
12 Govt. High School for 

133 
Boys, North Parur 
13 Govt. High School, Alwaye 54 
14 S.R.V. High School, - 387 

Ernakulam 


31 do . 

do. 
31 do . 

do. 

do . 
22 do . 
177 do . 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do. 


5435 
5612 
5797 
5977 
6160 
6322 
6373 
6459 
6642 
6711 
6771 


6403 


6698 


do . 


do . 


8612 


G 


(2 ) ( 3 ) (4 ) ( 5 ) (6 ) 

(7 ) (8 ) ( 9 ) ( 10 ) ( 11) ( 12 ) 
15 Govt. High School for 

113 62 11-9-1968 Wednesday 37 21 6951 7039 6956 

7104 
Boys, Tripunithura 

do . 

do . 38 21 7046 7156 7105 7242 
do . 

do . 38 20 7158 7337 7247 
16 T. D. High School, 105 

7333 
32 99do . do . 

53 16 7344 . 7536 7340 7445 
Cochin 

do . ido . 52 16 

7538 

7736 7447 7705 
17 Government H. S., for Boys 
Perumbavoor 

19 do . do. 54 19 

7737 

7932 7763 7929 
18 Government H. S., Muva- 60 27 do : do . 30 13 7937 8072 7947 8066 
ttupuzha 

do . do . 30 14 

8073 

8209 8.70 8171 
19 Government H.S., Munnar 11 

3 do . * do . 111 3 

8214 8236 8216 8240 
20 Mohamadan High School 84 25 

do . 42 12 8241 8413 8247 

8354 
Alleppey 

do . do . 142 13 

8419 8589 8360 8558 
21 Govt. High School, 

141 40 do . 47 13 

8787 8597 8718 
Kottayam 

do . 

do . V 47 13 8789 9030 8723 8949 
do . 

do . +47 14 9040 
22 Govt. High School, 

9223 

9249 
67 25 do . do . 33 13 9253 9350 9267 

9358 
Changanacherry 

do. 

do . 34 12 9354 9489 
23 Govt. High School for Boys, 

9376 9490 
173 19 do . 

58 6 9496 9603 9570 
Chengannur 

9666 
do . do. 58 6 

9775 9684 9755 
do . 

57 7 9781 
24 , Govt. High School for Boys, 

9945 9756 9873 
Mavelikara 

173 5.790 do . 

do . 73 79952 10164 10003 10117 
25 Govt. High School for Boys, .148 

693 18 do . 

do. 49 
Kottarakara , 

6 10168 10245 10189 10226 
do. sºdo , 49 6 10255. 10363 10264 10313 
do . 

do . 50 * 6 10364 10472 10327 10464 
26 Govt. High School for Boys, 14740 do . 

549 13 10500 10626 10519 10658 
Quilon 

do . 

do . 49 13 10627 1075610660 10762 
do. 

do . 49 14 10757. 10961 10775 10967 
27 Govt. High School for Boys, 206 81 

do . 

do . 41 17 10976 11085 10986 11026 
Attingal 

do . 

do . 41 16 11087 11226 11028 11331 

do . 41 16 11230 11351 11332 11454 
do . do. 41 16 11353 11502 11456 11523 


8951 


65 


do. 


96C4 


do . 


ce 9945 


do . 


do . 


306 


187 


28 S. M. V. High School, 

Trivandrum 


do . 
do . 
do. 
do. 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


42 16 11509 11608 11525 11612 
34 21 11616 11748 11622 11727 
34 21 11765 11993 11733 11874 
34 21 11996 12113 11880 12045 
34 21 12115 12291 12080 12173 
34 21 12298 12444 12194 12319 
34 21 12450 12548 12338 12417 
34 21 12550 12633 12420 12579 
34 20 12637 12744 12584 12682 
34 20 12745 12828 12686 12833 


do . 


29 Government High School for 

Boys, Neyyattinkara 


53 27 12887 13086 12881 13088 


53 


do. 


27 


Office of the Commissioner 

for Government Examinations, 
Trivandrum -14 . 


V. NANUKUTTAN NAIR , 
Secretary to the Commissioner 
for Government Examinations. 
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Department of Panchayats 

NOTIFICATION 


No. EL . 23637/68 . 

13th August 1968 . 
The Erratum Notification No. EL . 23637/68 dated 24-7-1968 in respect 
of Sl. No. 553 published in the Gazette No. 32 dates 6-8-1468 is hereby 
cancelled . The strength of the Muthalamada Panchayat (SI. 553 of Notifi 
cation No. EL . 23637/68 dated 21-6-1968 published in the Gazette No. 26 
dated 25-6-1968 ) will be eleven . 

R. KESAVAN NAIR , 
Trivandrum . 

Director of Panchayats . 


G. 1701 


